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Letter 1 1 - 1. Your comment has been noted.

1 - 2. Your comment has been noted.

1 - 3. Text has been added to Chapter 2: Recreation
Management Actions Common to Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 section & Appendix 2 describing allowable
dispersed recreation activities and restricted
activities. Table 2-26, Section 3 was intended to
describe the basic recreation opportunities available
and compatible to an area such as Las Cienegas
NCA. Listing all recreational activities in various
combinations not specifically listed in the table
would not be practical. However, review of the
activities listed in the Recreation Management
Information System (RMIS) which has been added
to Appendix 2 and restricted activities can help
visitors reasonably assess which recreation
opportunities and settings are available in each
zone.

1 - 4. As population grows, the demand for use of public
lands increases. As a result, some level of
restrictions may be needed in order to have
sustainable resources in the areas where they were
put in place. However, there are still millions of
acres of public lands available for a variety of
multiple use activities including those within the
Las Cienegas NCA.

1 - 5. See response 1-3

.
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Letter 2, Page 1 2 - 1. To clarify, even with the use of the Biological
Planning Process in Alternative 2, the BLM Field
Manager makes the decisions regarding the grazing
use on the public lands in the planning area
including the maximum number of livestock that
can be run and the flexibility of the rotation of the
cattle through the pastures on the ranch. . The
Biological Planning Team (BPT) will help the
Bureau review the monitoring data and provide
input into proposed actions. The Bureau will make
the decisions after review of existing data and after
consultation and coordination with the BPT and
other interested agencies and public.

The Bureau is considering having the Tucson Field
Manager request that the BPT be established as a
separate Rangeland Resource Team (RRT)
operating under the auspices of the Arizona
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) as provided for
in 43 CFR 4100. Text has been added to
Alternative 2, Livestock Grazing Management
Actions describing this proposal.

2 - 2. The Bureau operates under 4100 CFR Grazing
Administration. Upper limits for livestock numbers
have now been established for each of the
alternatives, along with the established utilization
limit. The change establishing an upper limit for
livestock numbers for Alternative 2 has been made
in Tables 2-4, Table 2-12, and Tables 2-15 through
2-19 and in the livestock management sections of
the Land Use Plan proposals for each alternative.
This decision is in accordance with Section 4110.2-
2 CFR.
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Letter 2, Page 1 (continued)

2 - 3. Forage allocation for livestock grazing is a very complicated process. It is dependent on many variables (health of the plants, amount and timing of
precipitation, size and condition of the animals, the composition of the plant community, etc.). This difficulty is the primary problem facing “proper
management” of the proposed grazing operations. The number of cattle that can be grazed at any particular time varies because the production varies.
To try and show this we picked a simplified set of circumstances and compared the vegetation production and the associated forage consumption by
cattle at stocking rates in favorable, average, and unfavorable years of vegetation growth. The point was not to evaluate the accuracy of the stocking
rate or utilization rate, but to show that only by varying the stocking rate annually can we ever expect to avoid overstocking the range, particularly in
the unfavorable years. Even at conservative stocking rates overgrazing is likely to occur during the drought years, and this is when the health of the
range is most adversely affected.

For our example we only allowed one-half the current year’s vegetation production that is available (accessible) to be considered in the forage
allocation for cattle (the rest is left for watershed protection, general wildlife, etc.). The amount of useable production (forage allocated) for livestock is
then determined by multiplying half the total production by the utilization limit. The resulting pounds of vegetation production are the forage
allocated for livestock in the scenarios presented in the tables. Thus in Table 2-24 in a favorable year only 15% of the production was made available
as forage at the 35% use rate (100% - (50%-35%)) and of the 15% allowed, only 11% of the total production or 64% of the amount allocated at the
35% use rate was consumed.

2 - 4. Through the biological planning process, if monitoring indicates an issue with quail habitat quality, a specific objective could be developed in the
future. BLM has acquired a recent Arizona Game & Fish Department (AGFD) publication on the effects of human activity and habitat conditions on
Mearn’s quail populations. This research suggests that grass cover somewhere in the range of 50% to 75% is optimum for Mearn’s quail (the most
sensitive of the three quail species to changes in grass cover). BLM is currently coordinating with AGFD on the use of a visibility obstruction board
to assess quail habitat conditions. If this technique proves useful it will be incorporated into the monitoring program, in addition to monitoring that is
proposed for wildlife species and habitat.

Citation: Bristow, K. D. and R. A. Ockenfels. 2000. Effects of human activity and habitat conditions on Mearn’s quail populations. Ariz. Game & Fish
Depart. Research Tech. Bulletin No. 4, Phoenix. 27 pp.
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Letter 2, Page 2 2 - 5. The situation with the livestock watering areas and
crossing lanes has been confusing and some
changes have been made since the Draft Plan. This
information has been clarified and is summarized in
Table 2-25 and shown on a new map, Map 2-19A.
Alternative 2 proposes to eliminate the Bahti,
Rick’s, and Jesse lanes and replace them with a lane
“hardened” with gravel where the old agricultural
fields road crosses Cienega Creek. This results in
two fewer livestock lanes than under current
management. Thus Alternative 2 (preferred
alternative) proposes six lanes (Headwaters,
Gardner, Old Road, Fresno, and Dominguez on
Cienega Creek and one on upper Empire Gulch).
Each lane is about 300 yards long, and the total
acreage of all six lanes represents about 2.7% of the
total riparian area of Cienega Creek. The lanes
could be used for up to 21 days a year, although
past use has been less often and usually all lanes are
not used each year depending on the selected
rotation.

The A & B watering area (0.5 mile) on Cienega
Creek would have to remain until an alternative
upland water could be created to provide water on
the west side of the creek. The other watering area at
the Cienega Creek Narrows (1.5 miles) would
remain until other solutions can be developed as
reliable sources of upland water are not present. Use
of A & B riparian watering area occurs
predominately during the non-growing season
(between December 1-May 1, depending on the
cattle rotation for that year). Use of the A & B
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Letter 1, Page 2 (continued)

2 - 5. (continued)
pastures is rotated to provide periodic rest of each area from grazing. Use of the Narrows riparian watering area occurs in the winter-spring (between
December 1-April 1, depending on the cattle rotation for that year). The riparian watering areas are about 8.6% of the total riparian area of Cienega
Creek.

2 - 6. The 21 days is primarily needed in the spring when the cows have their young calves with them. The cattle are moved across the creek in groups as
they are rounded up. It is critical, if the calves are not weaned from their mothers, to make sure they are “paired up” prior to pushing them across the
creek. In the fall and winter this is not a problem and they can cross much more quickly.

2 - 7. Livestock management actions will be consulted on during the formal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for this land use
plan. Livestock management is not exempt from Endangered Species Act consultation requirements.

2 - 8. See response 2-5 above. The six crossing lanes could be grazed during the summer months depending on the livestock rotation. Currently the stream
segments supporting the Headwaters, Gardner, Fresno and Dominguez lanes and the new Empire Gulch lane are in proper functioning condition. The
old road lane is in the Agricultural fields segment which is functional at risk due to on-going stream restoration efforts. The recreation crossing lane
(for the AZ trail) is also in this segment. The A&B pastures just downstream of the Ag fields are also functional at risk. The three segments of Cienega
Creek partially included in the Narrows watering area are a combination of PFC and Functional at Risk. The Functional at Risk ratings for these
segments is due to sediment loads from side drainages in the uplands and is currently being evaluated.

2 - 9. This alternative was analyzed because grazing was occurring on the private land in the Empire Mountains prior to its acquisition by the BLM. When
BLM acquired lands in the area there was no existing grazing lease to honor. Cattle grazing continued, but was determined to be in trespass and an
order was issued to remove all livestock from the federal lands. The livestock operators submitted applications for the “legal” grazing of these public
lands and the authorized official made a decision that BLM could not authorize grazing until the issue was analyzed in the Land Use Plan and EIS. As
a result, establishing a grazing allotment in the Empire Mountains was made an alternative. At that time there was no known opposition to the
proposal and the operators had leases from many of the owners of adjacent, private land. Therefore, grazing was included as part of the Preferred
Alternative. Because of the intermixed ownership, which complicates management of livestock grazing on public lands in the Empire Mountains,
there is a list of conditions which must be met before grazing use would be activated. These conditions include stipulations to protect rangeland
health. If the conditions are not met within five years of the Record of Decision (ROD) on the plan, then BLM will reassess the decision and may
reallocate the forage to watershed. Text has been added to Chapter 2: Livestock grazing management actions for Alternatives 2 and 3 summarizing the
stipulations.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-8

Letter 1, Page 2 (continued)

2 -10. Adequate range improvements, such as fences and waters, must be built in the Empire Mountains as one of the conditions prior to activating grazing
use. In order to implement a grazing program that would have enough pastures to provide adequate rest periods from grazing, many improvements
would have to be constructed on private lands not owned by the grazing operator. Rights-of-way and agreements would be required, grazing and
trailing through subdivisions would be necessary. Activation of grazing use, and then profitably utilizing a grazing allotment would potentially be
very expensive. The rancher would be responsible for all of the labor and material on private and state lands. The Bureau might consider buying
some material for the fences on public lands, but the water developments and labor would all be the responsibility of the rancher.
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Letter 3 3 - 1. Thank you for your comment.

3 - 2. The wagon road described in your letter is not
identified in this EIS for future recreational
development or use by the Arizona Trail or North
Canyon non-motorized trail. Normal planning
procedures call for Class III cultural resource
surveys to be conducted on all trails and roads
proposed for use in the LCNCA. This inventory
would include a thorough search of historical files,
records, documents and maps which might show or
indicate the locations of historical trails and roads
leading through the NCA. Then, an archaeologist
would walk the entire route and document any
cultural resources found along the way. Impacts
could be avoided by routing the trail or road around
archaeological sites and features, or mitigated by
data collection. In compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act the BLM would consult
with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) on plans, designs and construction which
might impact such trails or roads. (Note: specific
descriptions of sensitive cultural sites and detailed
maps submitted with this comment letter have been
redacted in order to protect these resources by not
disclosing their location.
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Letter 4, Page 1 4 - 1. We plan to continue ecological restoration efforts in
the old agricultural fields. One proposal calls for
routing watershed drainages across the diversion
canals. This would increase the soil moisture and
change the expression of the plant community. The
wetland at the southern end of this area is also in
need of restoration. It was diked with levees, before
BLM acquisition, to raise water levels for
agricultural pumping. A proposal for this continued
restoration has been added as a watershed
management action common to Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4.
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Letter 4, Page 2 4 - 2. See response 4-1.
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5 - 1. Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 6, page 1 6 - 1. Thank you for your comment.

6 - 2. Thank you for your comment.

6 - 3. See response 2-5. The Bureau is currently
proposing to harden two or three crossings with
gravel and rock. One would be located on Empire
Gulch, downstream and below the livestock
exclosure; one at the Old Cienega Creek Road
crossing on EC-901, the route from the Empire
Ranch headquarters to the Cienega Ranch (for
livestock, equestrian, and hiking use); and a third
on Cienega Creek west of the agricultural fields (for
resource concerns with the Cienega Creek
restoration project). This is mitigation for soil
disturbance and subsequent erosion. In some cases
this will also prevent the mortality of livestock
which can occur due to entrapment in deep mud.

6 - 4. See response 4-1. Ecological restoration of the old
Agricultural Fields has been added to the Proposed
Action - Alternative 2 Watershed Management
Actions section. The maximum group size capacity
for the old Agricultural Fields has also been
reconsidered and reduced to 500 for a single event.
In order to use the group site, participants would
need to apply for a special recreation permit which
would be evaluated through NEPA and if approved
would include stipulations on the activity to protect
ecological restoration efforts in the area. The group
site is specified for low impact activity use. Use
would be directed to the north east portion of the
field. There is a proposal to provide water sources
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Letter 6, page 1 (continued)

6 - 4. (Continued)
on the NCA as an alternative to visitors obtaining water from Cienega Creek. This would help prevent the trampling of stream vegetation and banks.
The BLM will be monitoring impacts of uses of the old Agricultural fields area and implementing mitigation measures including, if necessary, the
option to close the area to support restoration efforts.

Cultural resources in the conservation area are protected by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA). People who choose to break this
law, and who are caught disturbing, vandalizing, artifact collecting or looting cultural sites in the conservation area, may be fined up to $100,000 and
sentenced to as long as five years in prison. Information explaining the laws will be provided to visitors in brochures and posted on kiosks. Cultural
properties near high-use areas, such as camping sites, will be systematically monitored.
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Letter 6, Page 2 6 - 5. See responses 2-9 and 2-10.

6 - 6. This could be considered as an alternative if the
Donaldsons were to terminate the grazing lease.
Any new lessee would be required to meet the same
level of coordination, consultation, and resource
protection in conducting their operation.
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Letter 7 7 - 1. Thank you for your comment.

7 - 2. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified in Chapter 3 Upland Vegetation section
covering “Ecological Site Inventories of the
Upland Vegetation”.

7 - 3. Your comment has been noted and the text has
been modified to include your name under
Appendix 5; Private Citizen.

7 - 4. Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 8 8 - 1. We understand your concern about the apparently
large percentage of land proposed for grazing
exclosures on the small parcel that you lease from
the BLM. The idea in the Preferred Alternative was
to stress the concept that under this alternative there
would be a much more intensive monitoring of the
resource being grazed. Areas that are being grazed
would have additional adjacent lands set aside
without grazing so comparisons could be made to
determine the effects of livestock management.
Currently the Vera Earl is not managed under the
Biological Planning concept as defined in the Land
Use Plan. Should you decide to implement that
intensive management concept, the Bureau would
work with you to determine appropriate lands to rest
from grazing to adequately evaluate management.
The 200 proposed acres in the plan are flexible, and
are shown to demonstrate the commitment to the
intensive management and monitoring involved.
Text has been added to the proposed action
(Alternative 2 Livestock Management) to clarify
that the total acres excluded from grazing for study
purposes are flexible and that size location and
configuration of exclosures will be determined
based on monitoring study design.
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Letter 9, Page 1 9 - 1. Your comment has been noted. The goals and
objectives of this plan were the consensus of the
collaborative planning process and it is not suitable
to modify them at this time.

9 - 2. Adherence to the guidance of the Las Cienegas
National Conservation Act is an overarching
requirement for this plan and BLM’s management
of the area. The goals and objectives are designed
to fit under this guidance. Text has been inserted in
Chapter 2 just before the goals and objectives
describing the Las Cienegas Act and its guidance
for the planning effort. Also see response 9-1.

9 - 3. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified to show the correct date.

9 - 4. The other grazing leases would not be mandated to
accept the concept of the Biological Planning
Process.. However, if the lessees do not choose to
embrace the process, the allotments would probably
be managed under a conservative grazing
management strategy similar to Alternative 3. The
stocking rates would be set lower (more
conservatively) and pasture rotations would be
more established as necessary to achieve the
resource objectives. An Allotment Management
Plan (AMP) would be required by the Bureau,
developed with full public and agency input with
Terms and Conditions mandated in the Grazing
Lease. As stated in the Land Use Plan under
Alternative 2, an Ecological Site Inventory would
be required to evaluate the Health of the Resource,
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Letter 9, Page 1 (continued)

9 - 4. (continued)
and if the current management being practiced by the lessee is adequate, it could be documented by development of a written AMP. The AMP would
be reviewed by the appropriate agencies and the public, including the Biological Planning Team (or Rangeland Resource Team). The AMP would
need to be approved by the BLM Field Manager.

9 - 5. See response 8-1 and 9-4.

The exact number of acres included in study exclosures is not as important as having adequate acreage that is excluded from grazing placed in study
exclosures adjacent to the grazed lands. The parameters of the study exclosures (size, location, and configuration) need to be planned to ensure that
meaningful comparisons and evaluations can be made on the impacts of livestock grazing on the public lands. As you are aware, the plan and the
monitoring must be flexible to be able to continually adapt to changing needs and new issues.

9 - 6. The utilization limit of 30% to 40% (light to moderate) for livestock in Alternative 2 is a key conservation feature of the grazing plans for Las
Cienegas National Conservation Area. An upper utilization limit of 40% ensures that important watershed, fisheries, and wildlife values will be
conserved and maintained as per the enabling legislation. It is highly unlikely that the desired plant community objective, desired ground cover
objective; the upland wildlife habitat sub-objectives; and riparian vegetation objectives could be achieved with an upper utilization limit of 60%. It is
likely that grazing effects to wildlife species and habitats would be substantially different with a 60% utilization limit and wildlife objectives might
not be met. For example, with a 60% upper utilization limit, livestock would probably reduce native grass canopy cover and reduce cover below that
which is required for successful fawning by pronghorn and white-tailed deer. It is likely that residual cover for over-wintering Baird’s sparrow and
nesting Grasshopper sparrows would not be sufficient at a 60% utilization level on most public lands within the conservation area.

Utilization is, however, only one tool to be used to help prevent damage to the forage plants. It is intended to be used with the other monitoring
practices through the Biological Planning Process to help us evaluate where management can be improved by better movement of livestock.
Monitoring may show that some areas are over-used, while some lands may be receiving very little use. We hope to use monitoring results to identify
opportunities to improve management, and not as the sole measure for determining stocking rates, as has been common in some plans..

9 -7. We recognize that additional exclosures have recently been constructed, through implementation of your watershed protection grant, and that this
acreage may not be included in the figure presented in the plan because this document was written prior to completion of exclosure fencing. It is
important to note that existing exclosures may not be the correct size, configuration or location for study exclosures and may need to be modified to
function as study exclosures. Also see response 9-5 above.
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Letter 9, Page 1 (continued)

9 - 8. The text is correct as written. Twenty-one days was previously identified as the maximum length of time that livestock would need to use the crossing
lanes each year (although actual use may be much less and may not occur every year). In discussions with you since submission of your written
comments, it was agreed that should additional time be needed to use the lanes, the Bureau would work with you and the Fish and Wildlife Service
through the Section 7 Consultation Process to address the appropriate time limits and required mitigation. We also agreed that the use of lanes should
be addressed at the Biological Planning meetings prior to their use to discuss impacts and concerns.

9 - 9. We concur that annual maintenance of these fences will be sufficient if it is just prior to use of lands adjacent to the exclosures. The text has been
modified to make this change.

9 -10. Yes, the Bureau should be responsible for any necessary pumping of repressos not related to the livestock operation. Text has been added to clarify
this action.

9 -11. This is a requirement in the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s current biological opinion on the interim grazing plan and so was incorporated into the
proposed action for the RMP. Development of alternative upland waters to replace riparian watering areas and fencing to exclude cattle from the
creek are considered crucial to protecting riparian habitat and are provided for in the current biological opinion.
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Letter 9, Page 2 9 -12. The objectives and management prescriptions for
the proposed ACECs cover both existing
management and future proposals. So the livestock
management changes you have made including the
fencing of riparian areas support the ACEC
proposals and are consistent with the ACEC
objectives and proposed actions.

9 -13. Your comment has been noted.

9 -14. Table 2-25 has been corrected.

9 -15. Table A2-50 is included as part of the summary of
the Interim Grazing Plan in the appendix as a
reference on current management. Therefore it has
not been changed.

9 -16. See response 9-15.

9 -17. Corrections have been made to Maps 2-13 and 2-22.

9 -18. Thank You for your comment.
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Letter 10, Page 1 10- 1. You are right that the SVPP planning process was
focused on, first and foremost, promoting the health
of the watershed and its ecosystems as the
foundation on which all the uses are dependent.
The goals and objectives are the basis by which this
health is described and measured, while the
monitoring is, and will be, designed and evaluated
to ensure that proposed actions achieve these
objectives.

10- 2. Carrying capacity cannot be fixed in most cases, as
the conditions that affect carrying capacity are not
well understood, and processes by which it is
affected often fluctuate annually and seasonally.
This is why objectives that set a definition of
ecosystem integrity were formulated. Carrying
capacity will have to follow, as these thresholds are
approached by various uses. This is what is
commonly called “adaptive management,”

10- 3. An ecosystem monitoring program is being
developed and will be published as a supporting
document to the RMP/EIS.

10- 4. We agree that the health of public lands depends
on the conditions of the entire basin and in some
cases beyond these boundaries. The planning area’s
public lands are not sufficient to protect, conserve
and enhance all the resources under BLM’s
jurisdiction. Outreach and cooperation will be
ongoing in the basin in the pursuit of compatible
uses and management of adjacent lands that cannot
be acquired or protected through easements.
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Letter 10, Page 1 (continued)

10- 5. The use of prescribed fire has been identified under vegetation treatments as a watershed management action common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. The
text has been modified in this section to make this concept more clear. It is really not feasible, with the current land ownership patterns and under
existing policies, to manage naturally ignited fires as prescribed fires. BLM’s current fire policy is that a fire must be put out unless it occurs within a
burn unit and is in prescription. Natural fire is widely recognized as an important element in desert grassland systems. Many investigators suggest
that suppression of wildfire and intensive grazing are the two major factors responsible for the decrease in native grass cover and the increase in
mesquite and shrub cover. However due to the increasing level of human occupation and recreation in the Sonoita Valley it will not be feasible to
allow all natural fires to burn in an un-contained fashion. In addition BLM will be required, under all alternatives, to design vegetation treatments
limiting agave mortality to 20%. This limitation will be imposed to conserve the nectar resource for lesser long-nosed bats (for example see item 2d
on page 2-67, and item 4 on page 2-88, of draft plan). The plan allows for prescribed fire to meet certain objectives. Refer to Appendix 2, page A2-52,
for a description of how these prescribed fires will be planned and conducted.

10- 6. Monitoring of recreation impacts will be integrated into the Ecological Monitoring Program. Additional details have been added to the monitoring
section of Chapter 2. ( See response 10-3 also).

10- 7. See responses 2-9 and 2-10.

10- 8. Under the Preferred Alternative the objective is to remove cattle from all of the perennial portions of Cienega Creek to the greatest extent possible.
The only areas remaining would be those where livestock movement patterns require that they cross the creek, and in those areas where BLM and the
operator have not yet figured out how to create an alternative water to the creek, as is the situation at the north end of the Empire-Cienega south of the
narrows where limestone geology has so far prevented the development of an alternate water source. (See response 2-5).
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Letter 10, Page 2 10- 9. Your comment has been noted. During recent
meetings of the Sonoita Valley Planning
Partnership, the formation of some type of Las
Cienegas support organization which might
function to generate additional revenues, such as
grants, for the area has been discussed and is being
pursued.

10-10. Your comment has been noted. See response 9-1.

10-11. It is the intent to expand the Biological Planning
Team to other resource uses. The Bureau may
request that the Arizona Rangeland Advisory
Council create a separate Rangeland Resources
Team under the Grazing regulations. This group
could be expanded to address factors, other than
grazing, that are having an effect on Rangeland
Health.
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Letter 11 11- 1. Thank You for your comment.

11- 2. Thank You for your comment.
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Letter 12, Page 1 12- 1. Your comment has been noted.
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Letter 12, Page 2 12- 2. The road network was discussed in great detail at
the SVPP meetings. Many of your concerns were
addressed in the OHV route designation
alternatives.

12- 3. Your comment has been noted. An effort has been
made under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 to minimize
roads crossing riparian areas, and to propose closing
redundant or unauthorized roads.
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Letter 12, Page 3

Page Intentionally Left Blank
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Letter 13 13- 1. Your comment has been noted.

13- 2. The decision, to restore the Narrows area of Cienega
Creek and not allow vehicular or mechanized
stream crossings, was made to further protect
sensitive vegetation communities which, as a result
of successful management practices, have been
returning to original marshy conditions. These
riparian and aquatic communities also support
important habitats for endangered Gila topminnow
and candidate Gila chub, which can be harmed by
vehicle travel through the area. Marshy conditions
make the Narrows area of the creek difficult to cross
on foot or horseback and impassable to vehicles
most of the time. Vehicles attempting to cross the
creek usually become mired down in the mud.
Considerable damage is done to vegetation and
stream banks and aquatic animals are probably
harmed when vehicles are pulled out of the mud. In
addition, use of the route by smugglers has
increased in recent years and several times as many
as five vehicles have had to be removed from the
area at one time.

Proposals to provide northern access for Las
Cienegas NCA are not included within the Preferred
Alternative, which identifies the Highway 83 and
82 entrances for access. BLM manages only small
scattered parcels of public lands in this northern
area and most of the roads in the northern portion of
the planning area are on State Trust Lands and not
open for recreational use except for people hunting
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Letter 13 (continued)

13- 2. (continued)
with a valid hunting license or those with a valid recreation permit issued by the Arizona State Land Department.

13- 3. This issue is addressed in the recreation analysis, page 4-106 of the Draft Plan. Yes, more environmental damage may occur when use is concentrated.
Also anticipated are the potential actions of displaced visitors who cannot find available space to recreate (camp, park ) in zones 1 or 2 . Many visitors
may move to Zone 3 (more than what occurs now). However, there are mitigating steps identified that may be applied to prevent damage to zones 2
and 3 if monitoring indicates use levels have exceeded capacity. A tiered approach will be taken to stop or reduce negative impacts. The steps taken
could include increased law enforcement, designating camp sites, implementing a fee/permit system to regulate the number of visitors to various
zones, and temporary or permanent closures to allow for rehabilitation of an area.

13- 4. ACEC designations highlight areas where special management attention is needed to protect important historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish or
wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes; or to protect human life and safety from natural hazards. Under 43 CFR 1610.7-2, areas with
potential for ACEC designation and in need of protective management must be identified and considered in the planning process. Nominations can
be made by either the agency or the public and eligibility of lands nominated for ACEC designation must be considered in the land use plan. In order
to be considered a potential ACEC and analyzed in the land use plan alternatives, an area must meet the criteria of relevance and importance, as
established and defined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2. Generally, relevance is based on the presence of a significant resource, value, system, process, and/or
hazard, and importance is based on whether the resource, value, system, process or hazard has substantial significance and values. The Las Cienegas
NCA contains such resources and values of national concern as stated in Section 4 of the Act Establishing the Las Cienegas National Conservation
Area.

The proposed Las Cienegas RMP is the entire plan proposed for all public lands in the planning area including the ACEC and NCA. The RMP was
designed to include both Land Use Plan allocations and designations as well as management actions so that there would not be numerous additional
plans in the future with as yet undetermined management prescriptions. Therefore, all restrictions on uses on ACEC and NCA lands are described in
this plan. A new section has been added to Chapter 2: Recreation Management Actions common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 which summarizes visitor
use restrictions and allowable uses.

13- 5. The participants in the SVPP also shared the desire for the public lands in the planning area to remain much as they are now with healthy resources,
open spaces, and a variety of multiple uses. The Las Cienegas NCA Act recognizes these desires by not only prescribing conservation, protection and
enhancement of the variety of nationally significant and unique resources of the NCA but also prescribing the continuation of dispersed recreation
and grazing in appropriate areas. However, in order to achieve prescriptions mandated in the Act and maintain current conditions, while at the same
time adjusting to increasing visitation and demands on the resources, some restrictions on human uses are necessary. Enforcement will also be an
integral part of the Proposed Action as will continued partnerships with a variety of users.
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Letter 14, Page 1 14- 1. Your comment has been noted.

14- 2. The route designation maps have been redone at a
finer scale and with a topographic background,
which should make review of the road designations
easier. Map 2-2 depicts the existing road network.

14- 3. Map 2-6 has been modified to better show the
connector road which would be proposed
mitigation if BLM acquires lands in this area and
the road crossing Cienega Creek north of the
Narrows is closed.
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Letter 14, Page 2 14- 4. The situation in the Las Cienegas Conservation
Area differs from other recent pronghorn studies (for
example Ockenfels et al., 1994). Within the
planning area truly permanent water sources in
suitable pronghorn habitat are very limited. Most
earthen reservoirs are dry during the fawning
season. Many supposedly permanent wells are
active when cattle are present in that particular
pasture and are turned off when livestock are gone.
The windmill in Road Canyon is, at times, one of
two or three available water sources within an 8000-
acre block of available habitat. Based on field
observation, this water is vital to pronghorn during
fawning season. It is highly likely, under such
circumstances, that human disturbance will
significantly reduce pronghorn utilization of this
source and, in turn, adversely affect fawn survival.

BLM welcomes and supports any and all efforts by
the Department to assess the condition of the local
pronghorn herd and develop additional
recommendations to maintain and enhance
grassland habitat for the species. Due to increased
recreational use in the conservation area, continued
conversion of pronghorn habitat into fenced, rural
subdivisions, and the recent decline in pronghorn
numbers, it is prudent to take necessary action to
reduce human disturbance around this important
water source. If additional investigation reveals
that the closure is not necessary then the plan can
be modified to remove this provision.
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Letter 16, Page 2 (continued)

14- 5. The BLM intends to continue the Biological Planning Process and pursue structuring the Biological Planning Team as a Rangeland Resource Team.
Refer to response 2-1.

14- 6. See response 2-2.
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Letter 15, Page 1 15- 1. Thank you for your comment.

15- 2. Thank you for your comment.

15- 3. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

15- 4. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

15- 5. Thank you for your comment. The text has been
modified.
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Letter 15, Page 2 15- 6. They are not being monitored because the Bureau
has lacked the resources, staff and funding to do so.
Under our Bureau allotment categorization process,
these two allotments were in good resource
condition and current management was considered
adequate to maintain the existing conditions. The
Rose Tree allotment grazing lease was evaluated
and the allotment was considered to be meeting
Arizona Standards for Rangeland Health and the
lease was renewed. The Vera Earl allotment grazing
lease was evaluated and the allotment was
considered to be meeting Arizona Standards for
Rangeland Health. A decision was issued
proposing renewal of the lease for an additional ten
years. However, the grazing decision was protested
by the Center for Biological Diversity. It is
currently pending issuance of the final decision.

15- 7. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

15- 8. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

15- 9. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

15-10. See responses 2-2 and 9-5.
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Letter 15, Page 2 (continued)

15-11. See responses 2-5 and 2-6 above. We are currently looking for additional ways to reduce impacts of crossing lanes, such as hardening the lanes with
gravel and rock and developing alternative upland waters. However, we have still not resolved all the problems with moving the cattle from the east
side of the creek to the west.

15-12. Your comment has been noted and the text has been modified.

15-13. See response 2-10 above.

15-14. Under all alternatives the Bureau proposes to complete Ecological Site Inventories on the public lands in the Vera Earl, Rose Tree, and Empire
Mountains areas. As a part of this process the Bureau would establish permanent vegetation monitoring sites (as we did on the Empire Ranch). These
sites would be used under all alternatives to monitor rangeland health. The Bureau would also implement the utilization limit of 30 - 40% on both the
Vera Earl and Rose Tree allotments and conduct utilization monitoring on at least an annual basis. If forage for livestock grazing was to be allocated
and grazing use authorized in the Empire Mountains, utilization would also be monitored there.
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Letter 15, Page 3 15-15. Thank you for your comment. Text has been
clarified to reflect that under Alternative 2, 100% of
the planning area would be designated as an
ACEC. Under Alternative 3 only 10% would be
managed under an ACEC designation. This results
in Alternative 2 having ten times more area under
ACEC designation than under Alternative 3.

15-16. That is correct, noxious weed and invasive species
are not synonymous. In designating the NCA as a
Weed Management Area, BLM is required to
prescribe measures to treat those weeds listed on the
State of Arizona Noxious Weed List if any were to
be found on public lands in the NCA. Plant species
that are disruptive to our management actions are
considered invasive weeds and do not occur on the
State of Arizona Noxious Weed List. BLM will
treat invasive weeds, as feasible, in order to meet the
objectives of Executive Order 13112 (which is
referenced in our management guidance - Table 2-
1), and text has been added to the plan clarifying
this.

15-17. The data used to generate Map 3-3 were derived
from ecological site inventories conducted on the
Empire and Empirita ranches only. Therefore, the
map reflects data coverage for these two ranches
only. Under the Proposed Alternative, the
ecological site inventory will be conducted for the
remaining ranches within the planning boundary.
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Letter 15, Page 3 (continued)

15-18. Your comment has been noted and Table 3-7 has been modified.

15-19. Thank you for your comment. The text has been modified.
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Letter 15, Page 4 15-20. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified. Chara is a common and widespread
macrophytic (large bodied) algae, not a higher plant
which may explain its absence from the sources you
cite.

15-21. Thank you for your comment. The correct figure is
92% of the 12.5 miles of Cienega Creek riparian
area surveyed in the year 2000 were in satisfactory
condition. Text has been modified. The data in
Appendix 2 was the correct information.

15-22. That is correct. It was silver that was mined from the
Total Wreck mine.

15-23. Desired Vegetative Conditions are the same as the
Potential Natural Community of an ecological site
in this plan. Both these terms can be interpreted as
the community desired by the landowner and
theoretically this may include either native or
exotic species. However, BLM manages for
Potential Natural Conditions which includes
managing to eliminate exotic species. See also the
definition for Potential Natural Community in the
glossary.

15-24. Thank you for your comment. The text in Chapter 4
has been modified.

15-25. See response 4-1.
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Letter 15, Page 4 (continued)

15-26. Although the Bureau concurs, we feel the statements “introducing exotic plants” and “ promoting weed invasions” implies that mineral development
would create conditions that would facilitate the spread of exotics. Anytime that land is cleared of native vegetation, exotics can be introduced
directly by heavy machinery or indirectly by wind or birds, just to name some examples.

15-27. Lehmann’s lovegrass is a very successful invasive exotic species and seems to expand under almost all treatments. It has continued to spread across
the Cienega and Sonoita Valleys, regardless of the land uses. Technically this grass detracts from the Potential Natural Community rating because the
National Resources Conservation Service does not count exotics when calculating the condition score. However it is a tall perennial grass species and
does provide excellent watershed cover.
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Letter 15, Page 5 15-28. Thank you for your comment. BLM also assumes
that the relationship between recreation and
negative impacts to vegetation and wildlife is not
linear. In addition, the overall cumulative impacts
of all uses makes negative impacts on vegetation
and wildlife occur more rapidly than recreation use
impact only.

15-29. See Response 15-15.

15-30. Management for control of bullfrogs is ongoing.
The presence of large bodies of open water has the
potential of attracting bullfrogs. Adaptive
management will be used to deal with bull frogs.
Allowing these shallow waters to grow over with
vegetation may be an option for controlling
reproduction of this highly invasive frog, should it
become present in the Cinco Ponds (which had
occurred as of the preparation of these responses).

15-31. We agree with this statement and will work with the
USFWS through Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act concerning this species and all
activities and actions contained in the draft EIS.

15-32. Thank you for your comment.

15-33. Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 15, Page 5 (continued)

15-34. It is very difficult to include a discussion of all aspects of the avian community that exist in the planning area in the EIS. Vultures are under
appreciated, yet serve an important role in the removal of carrion and re-cycling of nutrients contained in dead animal tissue. Vultures typically roost,
in loosely knit groups, in large trees and on cliffs. These roost sites may change relative to a myriad of factors, including season, time of day, and food
abundance. The role of human disturbance in roost abandonment is not fully understood. Vultures sometimes show a high degree of fidelity to a roost
site and may be difficult to frighten away. BLM will attempt to locate trails, roads, camp groups, and other developments in a pattern which
minimizes disturbance to all raptor species, including turkey vultures.

15-35. We agree with this statement and will face the difficult task of preventing and screening for invasive exotic species that may be released on the NCA
and adjacent public lands. We will work with the USFWS through Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act concerning this issue as it relates to the
draft EIS.

15-36. Formatting changes have been made.

15-37. Your comment has been noted and the text in Chapter 4 has been modified.
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Letter 15, Page 6 15-38. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Chapter 4 has been modified.

15-39 Currently, BLM receives many permit requests for
equestrian events such as riding clinics, dog trial
events, organized trail rides numbering between 20
to 60 riders, and horse endurance rides including 20
to 100 horse riders. BLM’s experience in managing
the San Pedro NCA has been that even though cattle
grazing is no longer authorized, horseback use
steadily increased because of the NCA status and
promotion of the area. The knowledge that no
grazing would be authorized (under Alternative 4)
might initially attract more recreationists. Visitors
may anticipate the use of the existing infrastructure
left over from grazing development, such as corrals,
watering sources and cattle trails.
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Letter 15, Page 6 (continued)

15-40. BLM receives inquiries from people who want to use the Arizona Trail, and others asking where to hike, ride or bike, even though there is currently no
designated segment of the trail in the NCA. Currently hikers are asked to follow roads, pending the outcome of a trail alignment. Some already have
expressed interest in guiding bicyclists through the narrows, an area that will be restored and where motorized or mechanical use will not be allowed.
Others want to follow the creek, use some roads, or traverse cross country. The NCA will invariably be promoted at a national level, where promotion
of recreation uses could conflict with some of the NCA’s desired conditions such as the more primitive conditions prescriptions. It is anticipated that
the NCA will be promoted by those marketing their personal business including recreation tourism web sites, books, brochures and other forms of
advertising. Visitor use is expected to increase as the area becomes more widely known. When a trail is identified to channel use to a specific area,
most people tend to stay on trails. If an established trail is in place most visitors will use it and stay on it. If there are no established trails, as often
seen in other areas, random social trails can appear in undesirable areas, such as along riparian corridors or to sensitive archeological sites.

15-41. Thank you for your comment. Text has been added in Chapter 4 to describe the unavoidable adverse impacts of undocumented aliens.

15-42. You are correct, workshop participants did want to address both BLM lands and State Trust lands as public lands although State Trust lands are not
public lands. However, the LCRMP prescribes management only for BLM managed public lands.

15-43. Text has been modified to reference Executive Order 13112 in Appendix 2 - Management Guidance.

15-44. An objective has been added for the ACEC that addresses invasive species.

15-45. An objective has been added for the ACEC that addresses invasive species.

15-46. Riparian areas bounded by relatively gentle topography and surrounded by semidesert grassland are going to burn even with a full suppression policy
in place. The natural state of Cienega wetlands was one of frequent burning, such as the case with the surrounding vegetative community on the
floodplains and uplands. Fire suppression has altered the plant community in favor of larger, older trees which would have been reduced to snags on a
regular basis under normal fire frequencies of five to seven years. Much of the vegetation will be protected by humidity, and short stature during
prescribed burning. This is neither meant to be beneficial or adverse to broad leaf riparian areas, but rather to recreate a vegetative community
(Potential Natural Community) that is adapted to and appropriate for the ecological processes operating in the ecosystem including fire, flood, and
elevated water tables.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-45

Letter 15, Page 7 15-47. The BLM has an array of acceptable methods for the
collection of vegetation attributes, including
stubble height/cover. These methods are in
accordance with our interagency technical
references. BLM has tailored the methods to the
local situation on Las Cienegas. This is what is
referenced in the appendix.

15-48. Your comment has been noted and the spelling of
your name has been corrected.

15-49. The list of species is not intended to be a complete
list of those that occur on the NCA. Rather, it is a
reference list of the scientific names of plants and
animals which are included in the text of the RMP.
Since the names of particular species for Agave,
Cylindropuntia (cholla), Manzanita, Nolina,
Opuntia, and Yucca are not mentioned in the RMP,
only the genus names have been included in the
table.

15-50. Text has been corrected in Appendix 3.

15-51. The definition of xero-riparian has been modified.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-46

Letter 16, Page 1 16- 1. The planning area was selected to correspond to the
Empire-Cienega long term management area which
was established in the Land Tenure Amendment to
the Safford RMP in 1991. Near the end of this
planning process, which was to involve lands
composing the Empire-Cienega Resource
Conservation Area, Congress created Las Cienegas
National Conservation Area, and also designated
the Acquisition Planning District. During the
legislative process, however, negotiations about the
boundaries for the NCA and Acquisition District
resulted in boundaries that do not exactly overlap
with those of the original planning area.

16- 2. The EIS meets the CEQ regulations for
implementing the procedural portions of NEPA
(40CFR 1501.2 (c)) which state that an agency must
“study, develop, and describe appropriate
alternatives to recommended courses of action in
any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources as
provided by Section 102(2)(E) of NEPA”. The Las
Cienegas RMP was developed using a collaborative
public planning process to identify the range of
alternatives to be considered in managing the
public land resources and uses in the planning area.
The Las Cienegas RMP does not identify any
unresolved conflicts that have not been adequately
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Letter 16, Page 1 (continued)

16- 2. (continued)
analyzed in the EIS. The RMP analyzes a full range of alternatives for the various resources and uses on public lands in the planning area. For
example, the grazing alternatives include current livestock management; adaptive livestock management with flexible stocking rates and management
strategies; the traditional agency approach to livestock management with conservative fixed stocking rates; and removal of livestock grazing from
public lands.
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Letter 16, Page 2 16- 3. The No Grazing Alternative (Alternative 4) is a
realistic approach to constructing an action that
would allow the Bureau to cancel livestock grazing
on all public lands within the planning area. There
are an unlimited number of alternatives that could
be constructed. The Bureau has worked with the
interested public for five years to allow
identification of feasible alternatives as described in
response 16-2. These alternatives also follow 43
CFR 1610.4-5and current policy and guidelines.

We agree it might initially be expensive to fence all
the public lands from the adjacent lands, but it is
feasible and would represent a clear alternative to
the Bureau’s authorization of livestock grazing on
the public lands. We recognize that many other
options to fence portions of the public lands exist
and that construction of less than half this amount
of fencing would exclude livestock from the
majority of public lands. However partial fencing
would still allow livestock access to some parcels if
grazing continues on the surrounding lands. This
variation has been added to Alternative 4 in the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

16- 4. Adaptive stocking rates are not analyzed in
Alternative 4 because this Alternative analyzes a no
-grazing system. In addition, if the federal lands are
removed from livestock grazing and grazing is to
continue on the adjacent state and private lands, the
ranches would need to be reconfigured. The Bureau
managed lands tend to divide the valley east and
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Letter 16, page 2 (continued)

16- 4. (continued)
west along Cienega Creek, and north to south from the Whetstone Mountains to the Santa Rita Mountains. Thus if the public lands (approximately
50,000 acres) are removed from ranching use it would tend to create four quadrants of state (approximately 100,000 acres) and private lands
(approximately 50,000 acres) with the federal public lands in the center. This would topographically create seven areas to either assemble as smaller
ranches or place into residential subdivision. The smaller ranches would tend to be less viable. There would be less opportunity to design progressive
grazing management strategies on these smaller units and they would be less desirable to the serious ranchers. A progressive adaptive stocking
strategy and flexible rotation becomes more difficult for a rancher to develop as the resource base decreases. This is simply because there are fewer
options available.

While the Bureau currently holds the grazing leases on the Empire and Empirita ranches, it is only a lessee and has no management control of State
Trust Land. The Arizona State Land Department has its own mandates to manage the various trust properties under its responsibility. It would be
speculative to assume that the state would subdivide these larger leases into smaller ones and allow the Bureau to continue as the primary leaseholder
once federal lands are withdrawn, much less allow the Bureau to approve the lessees on the state leases. The lawsuit referenced in your letter has not
been resolved through the court system and, again, it would be purely speculative to assume that the state would make these lands available for
conservation leases or uses. Text has been added in several sections of Chapter 4 noting the variety of scenarios which could occur with management
of State Trust Lands.

16- 5. As stated above, since the public lands are located in the center of the planning area, removal of the public lands from grazing would segment the area
into four quadrants, leaving four smaller areas with which to create viable grazing units. It would be much more difficult to implement progressive
grazing management on these smaller, less desirable parcels. It would also be difficult to create any economically viable grazing units with these
smaller land parcels. Again, these parcels are composed of primarily State Trust lands and private lands. If they are not economically viable as ranches,
it is likely that they will become residential property in the future.

16- 6. BLM has developed an Acquisition Strategy to guide acquisitions of lands or conservation easements within the Sonoita Valley Acquisition Planning
District. The Acquisition Strategy has been incorporated into the RMP for alternatives 2, 3, and 4. It includes criteria for prioritizing acquisition
parcels and identifies both traditional and non-traditional methods that could potentially be used to acquire lands or conservation easements.
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Letter 16, page 2 (continued)

16- 7. The discussion centers around the viability of the ranch units because unless the ranch units are a viable economic venture, the land may ultimately be
put into other economic land uses. As the ranches are fragmented into smaller units with less land available for grazing they become less attractive to
ranchers. The current economic conditions which make these properties viable as ranching units are the dominant force holding the state, private, and
public lands together as open, undeveloped land units. It is this “open” grassland landscape that the participants in the Sonoita Valley Planning
Partnership, and many other interested individuals and groups are attempting to preserve.

16- 8. See also response 16-2. There are potentially an unlimited number of alternatives or variations to alternatives which could be analyzed. During
development of the Land Use Plan and EIS, which lasted over a period of five years, the Bureau tried to analyze a range of alternatives that considered
a variety of different possible land uses and conformed to CEQ regulations.
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Letter 16, Page 3 16- 9. See response 16-6.

16-10. The statutory requirements of FLPMA and the
Wilderness Act of 1964 have been met through
BLM’s review of the planning area to determine
whether any lands therein have wilderness
characteristics. Present direction for inventories,
including wilderness character, is provided by
FLPMA in Sections 102, 201, and 202. These
sections direct BLM to "preserve and protect certain
public lands in their natural condition" and to
"prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an
inventory of all public lands and their resources and
other values (including, but not limited to, outdoor
recreation and scenic values), giving priority to
areas of critical environmental concern.”

Wilderness characteristics criteria are found in
Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act, which says in
part, “An area of wilderness is further defined to
mean in this Act an area . . . which . . . (3) has at
least, five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient
size as to make practicable its preservation and use
in an unimpaired condition . . . .” BLM’s
Wilderness Inventory and Study Procedures
Handbook, H-6310-1, additionally states that “the
size criteria will be satisfied for inventory areas in
the following situations and circumstances:

. . Roadless areas of less than 5,000 acres of
contiguous public lands where any one of the
following apply:
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Letter 16, page 3 (continued)

16-10. (continued)
(1) They are contiguous with lands which have been formally determined to have wilderness or potential wilderness values, or

(2) It is demonstrated that the area is clearly and obviously of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired
conditions, and of a size suitable for wilderness management, or

(3) They are contiguous with an area of less than 5,000 acres of other Federal lands administered by an agency with authority to study and preserve
wilderness lands, and the combined total is 5,000 acres or more.”

In the review process, BLM identified potential inventory areas bounded by roads, non-public lands, or rights-of-way. The largest area so bounded on
Las Cienegas has just over 4,000 acres of BLM lands and is bounded by a State highway on one side and a graded dirt road thoroughfare on two sides.
Neither that area nor any of the smaller potential inventory areas met any of the above criteria, eliminating the need for any further evaluation of
wilderness characteristic criteria.

The plan does not identify any future road closures that would create a roadless area of more than 5,000 acres. Also refer to page 1-21 of the Draft Plan
regarding Wilderness.

16-11. The purpose of any mesquite removal would be to meet the vegetation objective for achieving the desired plant communities on appropriate
ecological sites. Where mesquite has invaded into open grasslands sites the objective would be to reduce this condition. While it may produce more
livestock forage, it also produces more desirable antelope habitat and better watershed condition. Thus, this action is proposed in Alternative 4, under
which livestock grazing would not even be an authorized use.
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Letter 16, page 3 (continued)

16-12. If cattle are allowed to graze heavily, they can remove the fuels that carry fire through the plant community. Under current management, and in all
proposed alternatives, vegetation objectives and management guidelines have been established that will allow fire to be used as an active process
where applicable, along with appropriate livestock numbers and utilization levels. With appropriate utilization levels and livestock numbers,
sufficient fuels are left to carry fire through the plant communities. This is turn, allows fires to be prescribed to support the restoration of appropriate
vegetation communities. As an example, a recent wildfire burned approximately 4,600 acres along Cienega Creek and the adjacent uplands. This fire
occurred after the growing season, and after livestock had already grazed the pastures but sufficient fuels were left to carry the fire over an extensive
area. If livestock grazing is allowed in areas too soon after the occurrence of fire, they can increase soil erosion and cause considerable damage to the
plant communities. It is our intention to rest areas from livestock grazing until those ecological sites have recovered. This is another value of the
larger grazing units that would offer more opportunities to change proposed livestock rotations due to unforseen events and for the biological
planning process that provides an opportunity to adjust livestock strategies and/or numbers when these unforseen events occur.

16-13. See response 10-5 above.
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Letter 16, Page 4 16-14. Global climate change is a well documented
phenomenon. However, scientists do not
completely understand global climate change and
cannot accurately predict what its impacts might be
in southern Arizona. There is even less certainty
about what, if any, impacts global warming might
cause in the planning area. As conditions affecting
the ecosystem process, such as rainfall, air and soil
temperature and evaporation rates, change all uses
will have to be adjusted to the extent necessary to
protect ecosystem integrity. Should the situation
become severe, adjustments could include
curtailment of grazing, and changes in certain types
of recreational activities. In general, land
management in the context of global warming will
have to be “adaptive” relative to changing
conditions and the best scientific information
available at the time.

16-15. Your proposed Restoration Alternative appears to
be a variation of Alternative 4. The following
features in your Restoration Alternative are already
included in Alternative 4 in the Draft Plan:

* Fenced exclusion of public lands from livestock
on the Empire-Cienega, Empirita, Vera Earl, and
Rose Tree allotments.

* Priority acquisitions of State Trust Lands (an
acquisition strategy for lands with the Sonoita
Valley Acquisition Planning District has been
developed and incorporated into Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4).
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Letter 16, page 4 (continued)

16.-15. (continued)
* No livestock crossings of permanent creeks and no watering access points at natural springs or riparian zones (as no livestock would be present on
the allotments).

* Restriction of the Trail to existing roads or trails.

* Mineral withdrawals as in Arizona Alternative 2.

*Recreation zones 1 and 2 are not within 1/4 mile of permanent water in Cienega Creek.

We have incorporated your ideas regarding a phased in approach to removal of livestock from public lands into Alternative 4 which would result in
less fencing being required and additional restrictions on livestock use of riparian areas in the interim while the use was phased out. We have also
incorporated the potential scenario of conservation use of State Trust lands into the variety of potential management scenarios for State Trust lands
under Alternative 4.

As discussed in response 10-5, there are several factors which preclude the option of letting wildfires burn on public lands under any alternative
including urban interface issues, resource concerns, and current policies. Hunting use is regulated by the Arizona Game and Fish Commission.
Alternative 4 is the most restrictive of the four alternatives on motorized recreation and access.
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Letter 16, Page 5
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Letter 16, Page 6 16-16. This mandate would be achieved through actions
designed to accomplish our resource objectives, as
stated in the Land Use Plan. We are in the process
of successfully reaching these objectives on the
Empire-Cienega Ranch. Locations exist where
riparian areas are being restored as habitat for
endangered fish and wildlife, barren sand washes are
being stabilized with the return of perennial grasses,
and desirable perennial grasses are returning to
upland areas where they had been removed by past
grazing practices.
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Letter 16, Page 7
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Letter 16, Page 8
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Letter 16, Page 9
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Letter 16, Page 10
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Letter 16, Page 11
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Letter 16, Page 12
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Letter 16, Page 13 16-17. Under the heading “Best Available Science,” the
CBD’s letter makes reference to numerous quotes
from newspaper articles, study reports or
publications addressing a variety of subjects and
geographical locations including global warming,
insect and mistletoe attacks on Ponderosa pine,
animal damage control, prairie dogs and black-
footed ferrets as keystone species in western
grasslands, mortality of antelope and bighorn sheep
in “sheep and goat grazed rangelands,” whirling
disease among trout, brucellosis among elk and
bison in Yellowstone National Park, implied effect
of cattle on elk populations in Montana, and non-
native fish from stock tanks invading native species
in the Tonto National Forest. These references are
not applicable to the EIS which concerns the Las
Cienegas planning area as they address very
different ecosystems or species which are not found
and historically never occurred in the planning area.

The people who collaborated to conceive the ideas
used to formulate and write this management plan
and EIS, include specialists and scientists from the
private, state and federal sectors. Many hold
graduate degrees in their particular disciplines and
have many years of applied field experience. All
the people who participated brought critical
thinking skills into the process, and spent hundreds
of hours sitting together in meetings to discuss
issues, objectives and solutions, or visiting various
locations throughout the planning area to examine
the resources firsthand, and then reach conclusions
acceptable to often widely diverged opinions and
ideologies.
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Letter 16, page 13 (continued)

16-18. See responses 2-9 and 2-10.

16-19. There is a need to have some lands, adjacent to the grazed lands, excluded from grazing use. These ungrazed areas are needed to compare the impacts
of various grazing treatments on the ecological sites to evaluate effects from livestock management practices on the soils and plant communities. We
need to observe the different responses so we can make changes in management if results are different than expected. In scientific studies control areas
are needed to isolate variables in the study so that observed differences can be attributed to the causative actions.

16-20. We will incorporate as appropriate research studies from The Appleton-Whittell ACEC (Audubon Research Ranch) which appear applicable to the
analysis. We agree that the Audubon Research Ranch is an important asset to use in our studies of the effects of grazing, as well as land management
actions and uses on other portions of the Las Cienegas NCA. In fact, data derived by studies at the Research Ranch have been used, and comparisons
made, on a variety of topics including the use of prescribed fire, grazing use and bird populations among others. We intend to continue working with
the Research Ranch staff to develop projects and conduct studies as the opportunities arise. Not all the studies conducted at the Research Ranch have
shown that livestock grazing adversely affects the environment. Where studies do show adverse effects from grazing, we hope to be able to use the
results to make changes to improve management within the NCA.
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Letter 16, Page 14 16-21. See response 13-4. Under FLPMA the Bureau is
required to assess the planning area for the
existence of Areas of Environmental Concern
(ACECs). An ACEC can be any area within the
planning area that requires special management.
Thus it could be a hazardous materials site, habitat
for an endangered species, or a unique grassland
area that requires special management to properly
graze the resource. The purpose is not merely to
limit extractive uses.

16-22. The goals and objectives of this plan reflect the
desires of the Bureau and the planning participants
to identify and protect the “relative scarcity” of the
natural resources and associated social values on
the lands in the Las Cienegas NCA. The primary
purpose of the actions developed through this
planning process is to protect the identified
resources and values in the short term for the long
term benefit of future generations. The EIS
assessed and weighed how the proposed actions,
developed through this process with a full range of
alternative actions, might achieve the same goals.
The RMP proposes desired future conditions,
resource allocations, special designations, land
tenure adjustments and management actions which
are crafted to conserve, protect and/or enhance the
NCA’s resources and values while providing for
compatible levels of uses.
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Letter 16, page 14 (continued)

15-22. (continued)
The resource that was identified as being most scarce and at highest risk of being of being lost was the healthy semi- desert grassland biome upon
which the values of the group depend. The Bureau decided that the strategy most likely to protect the greatest amount of this scarce resource was an
ecosystem approach which sought a coalition of those individual and groups had a desire to protect and/or use the resource. The ranching community
was an obvious participant. Although livestock grazing can have adverse impacts to grasslands, we decided that properly managed grazing , if
adequately monitored, could be practiced to achieve the resource objectives stated in the plan.
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Letter 16, Page 15 16-23. See 16-18 above. The EIS does present analysis
showing that livestock grazing can be conducted
within the designated areas and that the resource
objectives can be achieved. Under some of the
alternatives special grazing management is required
within certain ACEC’s. In some proposals grazing
is excluded as an authorized use (e.g. Nogales
Spring ACEC). All such decisions are based upon
the needs of the specific resource being protected,
and what special management is considered
necessary to protect the values of the ACEC being
addressed.

As stated above, our analysis has shown that
livestock grazing can be properly conducted within
the planning area and that the resource objectives
can be achieved. Monitoring studies conducted by
the BLM during the past decade have shown that
while grazing was authorized, improvement
occurred among certain endangered species
populations and other wildlife populations, and
also in wildlife habitats. Therefore, we conclude
that livestock grazing is not incompatible with the
protection and enhancement of resources within the
planning area.
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Letter 16, page 15 (continued)

16-24. The utilization limit is an important component of the livestock grazing management strategy in the preferred alternative (Alternative 2). In fact, it has
been changed from the 40-60% limit under current management (Alternative 1) in the Interim Grazing Management Plan to the 30-40% limit in this
RMP. We made this change because our research has shown that grazing objectives are more likely to be achieved under a lower use limit.

16-25. The change in the use limit was based on research presented by Holechek, Rex, and Carlton in 1999. Refer to the References Section in the Draft Land
Use Plan. Your statement that findings in Holechek, et.al. showed a 22 % failure in range recovery condition can be interpreted to mean that there was
a 78% success rate.

16-26. The relationship of vegetation production, forage allocation, and animal utilization is a very complicated subject and the numbers and terminology
can be confusing to readers. The tables on page 4-71all refer to Alternative 2. To correctly understand these data, compare Table 2-13 on page 2-74
(Alternative 1), Table 2-24 on page 2-104 (Alternative 2), and Table 2-29 on page 2-122 (Alternative 3). The final column indicates the percentage of
the allocated forage that is consumed under that alternative at that alternative’s use limit (50% in Alternative1, 35% in Alternative 2, and 35% in
Alternative 3). The point being made is that the worse the year is, the greater the percentage of the allocated forage that is consumed if the stocking
rate is not varied. This continues until the production is so low that the forage allocated is not enough for the livestock authorized, the allocated
forage is completely consumed, and the cattle start eating the portion of the production that was reserved for such things as watershed protection,
wildlife forage, and wildlife cover. In a good year vegetation is under allocated and too much forage remains standing, while in a bad year almost no
vegetation remains standing unless the animals are forced to be removed. If the stocking rate is adjusted annually (Alternative 2) for the change in
vegetation production, the percentage of the forage consumed should remain just under the level of forage allocated. In good years the allocated
forage is not left uneaten, and in the bad years there is a still abundant vegetation remaining for the other uses.

Refer to responses 2- 2 and 2-3 for an explanation of the differences in the columns in the tables. Only 50% of the vegetation production is considered
in the forage allocation. To calculate the amount of forage allocated, subtract 50% of the total production and multiply it by the use limit. Figures in
the last column show the percentage of the allocated forage that is actually consumed.
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Letter 16, Page 16 16-27. The limit is 40-60% in Alternative 1, and 30-40% in
Alternatives 2 and 3.

16-28. It must be acknowledged that current levels of
livestock grazing have often exceeded that
compatible with maintaining optimum conditions
for pronghorn, Mearn’s quail, Baird’s sparrow,
bunchgrass lizard and other sensitive species. This
would probably continue if Alternative 1 (No
Action) were implemented. However Alternative 2
would implement an upper limit of 40% utilization
which16, if rigorously adhered to, will tend to
maintain more suitable habitat condition for
species requiring healthy stands of native grass
cover. Under Alternative 2 the biological planning
process would include more intensive monitoring of
wildlife habitat conditions. This monitoring effort,
if adequately funded, would provide feedback to
the biological planning team members, who would
use the information to determine whether the
implemented stocking rate is correct or in need of
modification. Admittedly, several cycles of
stocking, monitoring, and adjustment would be
required before livestock stocking rates could meet
wildlife habitat needs.

Alternative 3 would operate in a manner similar to
Alternative 2, except that BLM would not include
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Letter 16, page 16 (continued)

16-28. (continued)
input from a biological planning team. Monitoring to determine whether BLM was meeting standards and guidelines relative to wildlife habitats and
species would be implemented. Adjustments to meet these guidelines will be implemented as needed until the needs of sensitive wildlife were met.

Alternative 4 would achieve resource objectives identified on pages 2-5 through 2-10 for watershed, vegetation, riparian habitat, aquatic habitat and
wildlife/fisheries on public land more rapidly than the other alternatives.

16-29. Agencies usually set an upward limit as the allowable stocking rate on a lease or permit. Generally the rancher is allowed to voluntarily reduce that
number during times of drought. However, if the stocking rate is wrong or the rancher does not want to voluntarily reduce numbers, the agency must
force a reduction. The rancher may choose to utilize appeal rights which are included in the forced reduction process. Under Alternative 2 the rancher
would agree to abide by the recommendation of the Biological Planning Team (or RRT). To date, the Donaldsons are the only lessees who have made
the commitment to the Biological Planning Process. The others are choosing on their own the numbers of livestock that they graze on their allotments
up to their allowable stocking rate. Because the Bureau currently holds the grazing lease for the State Trust lands on the Empirita and the Empire-
Cienega Ranch the agency can exert a certain amount of influence on the lessees of those ranches. We assume that under Alternative 4, if the BLM was
not allowing livestock to graze on federal public lands under its administration, that the grazing leases for State Trust lands would be sold, giving the
current lessees the first right of refusal. Then, no longer a party in the state lease agreements, the BLM would not have a voice in determination of
stocking rates. In this scenario, we assume that the ranchers would stock as many animals as they wished on private lands and up to their allowable
stocking rate on State Trust lands.

As stated in 16-4 above, the Bureau leases the State Trust lands in the Empire-Cienega and the Empirita Ranches.

However, other than being able to vary the numbers of animals grazing on those leased allotments annually, the BLM does not have any authority to
make decisions regarding state-owned land. If the BLM closed the federal public lands on these ranches to livestock grazing, would there be any
point in its continuing to lease the state lands? We do not know whether the Arizona State Land Department would allow the Bureau to continue
holding the grazing leases, much less give us the authority to approve or deny a sublease proposal. The Bureau might be able to continue doing this
under Alternative 4, but we doubt Congress would authorize the Bureau to manage these State Trust lands for grazing when we are not grazing our
own lands. There is much speculation in this scenario.
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Letter 16, page 16 (continued)

16-30. Currently on the Empirita, fences do not separate federal and state lands. But, these lands are being managed under a cooperative management plan
with the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) and the Arizona State Land Department. Several range improvements are needed before
implementation of the full livestock numbers and the rotational system. Therefore the Parsons, who are the grazing allotment lessees, have only been
running 60 to 100 cattle for the last decade on a permit with an upward limit of 337 cattle. There has been little utilization and the trend is upward.

The public lands in the Empire Mountains have not been grazed since BLM issued trespass notices in 1997, and there is only one section of State
Trust land being authorized for grazing use. Although we have not completed an ecological site inventory, most of the lands in 1997 were in good
condition, except those immediately adjacent to the two water sources.

Although utilization monitoring has not been conducted on the four allotments in the planning area since acquired by the BLM in 1988, the agency
has been monitoring other resources since that time. On the Empire-Cienega and Empirita allotments, Ecological Site Inventories have been
completed in the uplands and 32 permanent monitoring sites were established where data has been collected to provide information about changes in
vegetation condition. Aquatic and fisheries studies have been established and continue to provide information collected on an annual basis. Several
types of riparian studies are in place. Many types of avian studies have been completed, and bat studies have been initiated. Waters have been
inventoried, test wells monitored, and the watershed modeled by the University of Arizona. Overall this piece of land has been heavily studied and
monitored. There is general agreement that the property is in good condition and is showing continued improvement. Once this plan has been
completed and the proposed staff hired and put into place, additional monitoring on a more regular basis will be conducted.

16-31. There is no absolute guarantee that adequate grass cover will be present. However Alternative 2 establishes an upper utilization limit of 40%
(moderate) for key grass species which may, if applied rigorously, allow for maintenance of adequate grass canopy cover for pronghorn fawns and
grassland sparrows (except for areas within one-quarter mile of livestock watering facilities). In addition, the biological planning process, described in
Alternative 2, permits adjustment of stocking levels to achieve an adequate amount of cover for wildlife species. Several cycles of grazing, monitoring
and adjustment may be necessary before a stocking level is achieved that simultaneously meets the habitat requirements of sensitive wildlife species.
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Letter 16, page 16 (continued)

16-32. Although “R. Brown is referenced in the text of the CBD’s letter, we did not find this author listed in the attached bibliography. We assume that
reference is being made to Brown R., 1982. Effects of Livestock Grazing on Meran’s Quail in Southeastern Arizona. Journal of Range Management
Vol. 35. No. 6 p. 727 - 732. This paper states that livestock utilization of 46% to 50% results in marginal habitat conditions for Mearn’s quail. Hence
the utilization limits of 40% to 60% described in Alternative 1 will probably result in sub-optimal grass cover for Mearn’s quail. This also suggests
that the 30% to 40% utilization limit, described in Alternative 2, will probably result in acceptable habitat conditions for the species, except for those
areas within one quarter mile of livestock watering facilities. In addition, the biological planning process will allow for stocking rate adjustments to
provide for the needs of sensitive wildlife species, so long as timely monitoring is conducted. BLM is currently coordinating with the Arizona Game
& Fish Department in the use of a visibility obstruction board to assess quail habitat conditions. If this technique proves useful it will be incorporated
into the monitoring program, in addition to monitoring now proposed for wildlife species and habitat.

16-33. Since establishing the exclosures the need for livestock grazing within the riparian zone has not developed, but we want to leave the possibility open
if the need does arise. Grazing might be used to reduce the fuel load and prevent large wildfires in the riparian zone, or to open up some of the
cienegas to create more open water for the waterfowl or fish.
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Letter 16, Page 17 16-34. See response 2-5. Impacts associated with using
crossing lanes along the creek do exist, but have
been short term and localized. The Bureau and the
grazing lessees continue to search for ways to
further reduce impacts. As previously noted, we are
proposing two fewer crossing lanes along Cienega
Creek and plan to reduce adverse impacts by using
gravel and rock to harden two of the crossings. The
entire creek has now been fenced on both sides, and
once alternate waters can be developed, the need for
watering in the creek will be eliminated. We believe
these actions and decisions represent considerable
progress.

16-35. See response 2-6. The Bureau and the grazing
lessee have been reducing the level of cattle use in
the riparian zone. But, while the cows are nursing
their calves prior to weaning, they must be “paired
up”during the stream crossings to prevent the calves
from being separated from their mothers. With the
large herd, groups of cows and calves are gathered
and brought up to the crossings where they can pair
up. Although the cattle are not in the riparian zone
for the full 21 days, the process of rounding up the
groups and bringing them up to the crossings,
pairing up, and then crossing, may take up to three
weeks. The time actually spent in the water is much
less than three weeks. We consulted about this
process with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
the interim grazing plan. Based upon this
consultation, steps for monitoring and mitigating
impacts to endangered species were developed and
implemented and have been incorporated into the
proposed action in this RMP.
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Letter 16, Page 17 (continued)

16-36. See response 2-8. Cienega Creek continues to progress in ecological condition. Some segments have reached PFC and are on their way to reaching
their geomorphic and vegetative potential. The segments that are functional at risk are nearing PFC including the reach next to the agricultural fields
adjacent to the Cienega Ranch. This reach was part of a restoration project that removed dams and reconnected the flood flows from the larger
watershed to the historic channel. This has led to more recruitment of riparian vegetation and increased duration of base flows. This reach was
dominated by senescing old trees that were not being replaced by young trees. Empire Gulch remains in the functional at risk category due to a head
cut that may migrate upstream with large flood events in the future. This headcut was present prior to acquisition of these lands by BLM in 1988.

16-37. Under Alternative 2 the impacts to the upland watershed would diminish with implementation of the management actions. The intensive monitoring
of the health of the upland resources and the associated Biological Planning Process would detect the need and adjust livestock numbers in time to
avoid adverse impacts to upland ecological sites during times when the soils and vegetation are stressed and subject to damage (drought, wildfire,
insect invasions, etc.). Reducing the adverse impacts to upland ecological sites would improve the upland watershed condition, resulting in increased
infiltration of precipitation into the soil and decreased runoff, sediment transport, and soil erosion. The corresponding decrease in peak flows would
reduce damage during flood events and improve wetland riparian sites.

Because the utilization limit remains constant at 30 to 40% of the current years production, the total quantity of forage consumed and the area grazed
may increase, but the percentage of vegetation cover is not reduced. Adequate vegetation would remain to protect the soils and to assure the
physiological needs of the plants. Alternative 2 provides for variable stocking rates on public lands in the planning area, based on assessment of
intensive monitoring data. Livestock numbers could be increased in times of abundant vegetation production and would be reduced in years of
unfavorable precipitation. The existing utilization limit (the percentage of the above ground portion of the plant harvested by livestock) would be
reduced from 40-60% to 30-40%. This would tend to increase the amount of cover for watershed protection on areas being grazed.

16-38. The watershed condition within most of the planning area has not been assessed quantitatively. While the data referred to on page 3.5 of the Draft
plan shows the watershed condition as being in satisfactory condition from 1974 to 1999, the trend (as measured by the amount of bare ground) was
downward for the period 1995 through 1997. This is probably true. The last half of the 1990's was a period of very low rainfall during the summer
growing season. The low vegetation production is reflected in these numbers through the lack of soil cover by live plants and litter in the 1995 and
1997 data sets. We did have a favorable year in 2001, and data collected in cooperation with the University of Arizona and the NRCS in October
2001 on 8 of the 29 permanent monitoring sites on the Empire Ranch (bare ground = 22%) may indicate an upward trend starting in 1999 (28% vs
33% in 1997) through 2001. Intensive monitoring of the resources proposed in Alternative 2 of the plan would help the Bureau to improve our
assessment of watershed conditions.
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Letter 16, Page 17 (continued)

16-39. We know about the areas and times mentioned in your letter and they have been addressed through the Biological planning process. Some of the
problems were caused by prolonged drought. Drought and management problems combined last year to cause overuse at the south end of the ranch.
The management problems are being corrected.
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Letter 16, Page 18 16-40. As further stated on page 4.5 the area which is
currently adversely affected by the existing stock
tanks is localized, small scale, and use of these
waters by cattle is seasonal. Under the proposed
grazing management in Alternative 2, only a few
new stock tanks are proposed and these would
primarily be constructed to replace the current
watering areas in Cienega Creek and Empire Gulch.
Also under the proposed management, cattle would
only use an individual water for a period of 4 to 6
weeks in any one year.

16-41. See response 2-9.

16-42. Water quality parameters such as fecal coliform,
strep and ammonia are a result of direct contact with
surface water and livestock. In adjacent areas to the
creek, urine and fecal matter are deposited on dry
land where the ammonia enters the nutrient cycle
directly through microbial and plant uptake. The
coliform and Streptococcus bacteria die as
dehydration progresses (EPA 1993). Sulphur in the
form of hydrogen sulphide resides in the stream bed
and bank soils as a natural byproduct of anaerobic
decomposition. When these soils are disturbed, the
hydrogen sulphide gas is liberated in the form of
bubbles and diffuses into the water column.
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Letter 16, Page 18 (continued)

16-42. (continued)
Because livestock have progressively been excluded from the surface waters of Cienega Creek and its tributaries over the last 13 years, inputs of fecal
microbes and ammonia are likely to have diminished significantly. This impact occurs for short periods in crossing lanes when they are being used.
Hydrogen sulphide does build up in soils during periods of rest from use in these areas and is released when disturbed. The Department of
Environmental Quality water quality monitoring for the years 1992, 1993, 1998, 2000 and 2001 showed no exceedence of state water quality
standards for any of the parameters mesured (Lin Lawson, pers. Comm, 2002).

16-43. It is unclear what your statement is trying to imply. Gila chub numbers decreased drastically in 1999 due to disease (external fungal infection). Until
this event, Gila chub were generally abundant (common) in reaches with pool habitats. The disease epidemic in the chub population is unlikely to be
either directly or indirectly related to the presence of livestock in the area. The trend in this species is very subjective as it reflects fish captured while
seining for Gila topminnow. Adult chub are infrequently caught while juveniles are more susceptible to seining in pool habitats. Trend data for Gila
topminnow and longfin dace is much more reliable than for chub. Fish surveys using electrofishing gear have not been a regular part of annual
monitoring efforts. Leopard frogs and tadpoles are rarely encountered inside or outside of grazing exclosures. The reason(s) for their decline at
Cienega Creek are unknown (Dr. Phil Rosen Univ. of AZ herpetologist). The riparian area is being used now by mountain lions which would suggest
that jaguar may find prey and shelter adequate as well. See also Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Special Status Species section.

16-44. Some livestock graze during the season when agave are producing flower stalks and a portion of these stalks will be eaten by livestock. On the
Empire/Cienega allotment attempts have been made, with some measure of success, to keep the bulk of the mother cow herd in sacaton pastures, away
from agave stands during the bolt period. At present there is no clear consensus among researchers as to the impact of ungulates on agave flowering
success and lesser long-nosed bat. Cattle, horses, pronghorn, deer, and javelina are known to feed on agave stalks in their early stage. Monitoring the
impacts to agave stalks from cattle grazing will continue as will adhering rigorously to moderate utilization limits (40% on key species), as proposed
in Alternative 2.
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Letter 16, Page 19 16-45. Achieving the resource objectives identified on
pages 2-5 through 2-10 for watershed, vegetation,
riparian habitat, aquatic habitat and
wildlife/fisheries on public land will be faster under
Alternative 4 than under the other alternatives.
However, if adequate monitoring is conducted to
identify and rectify conflicts between
wildlife/fisheries requirements and other uses, and if
the biological planning team makes adjustments in
use levels to alleviate these conflicts, as proposed
under Alternative 2, then some wildlife/fisheries
objectives will be achieved more rapidly.

16-46. The designation of the Las Cienegas NCA and the
proposed ACEC designations are made to protect
the sensitive resources and associated values
located around Sonoita. The combination of
allowable uses administered under the special
management prescriptions developed in the
proposed action and ACEC proposals was assessed
in the EIS and was determined to be the alternative
best suited to achieve the goals and objectives
developed through the Bureau’s Land Use Planning
Process. While adverse impacts of livestock and
other allowable uses were identified, adequate use
supervision, monitoring, and plan revision are
provided in the plan to mitigate the impacts. An
example is the need to provide areas of nonuse
along the riparian corridors (as well as other
constraints in the ACEC prescriptions).
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Letter 16, Page 19 (continued)

16-46. (continued)
The plan also provides proposals for reintroduction of threatened and endangered species and other actions to support recovery efforts for listed
species, control of exotic plant species, and vegetation treatments designed to protect and restore natural ecosystem components and processes that
have been disrupted through some of the past management practices. Under Alternative 2 an upper limit of 40% for key species is proposed. If this use
limit is rigorously adhered to then upland areas and riparian habitats may recover from past heavy utilization and provide sufficient cover for sensitive
wildlife species in most areas. However it may take several cycles of stocking, monitoring, and adjustment to resolve many major conflicts between
wildlife/fisheries and other uses.

16-47. It is true that avian generalists such as meadow larks and cowbirds outnumber rarer riparian specialists such as Bell’s Vireo, Southwestern willow
flycatcher, western wood peewee, etc. in the region as a whole as well as the NCA.

16-48. Recently an active willow flycatcher nest territory was located on Cienega Creek. More intensive monitoring of Southwestern willow flycatcher
nesting success, cowbird populations, and parasitism rates will be necessary. Additional management actions may also be necessary to reduce conflict
between livestock and riparian obligate species such willow flycatcher and Bell’s Vireo.

16-49. Osborn, et al., states that livestock can impact archaeological sites, a fact recognized by the BLM for many years. This is the reason that a large
number of the planning area’s cultural sites are already located within fenced exclosures, where they are not being disturbed by livestock, and why
provisions for constructing exclosures in the future are being made. Currently, Class I cultural resource inventories are required, and are being
conducted, before renewal of all grazing allotments within the planning area. Class III cultural resource inventories are being conducted prior to
permitting any activities which might cause impacts to cultural resources, such as construction of fences, watering tanks and other allotment
improvements. Additionally, this EIS requires developing and implementing a monitoring/protection plan for the cultural resources located in the
NCA. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has reviewed this EIS and concurs with the cultural resource management process
proposed in Alternative 2 (See 5-1).
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Letter 16, Page 20 16-50. Equestrian demand may increase if BLM
encourages horse back riding from a state or
national level. The intent of this plan is not to
promote any use that exceeds desired conditions set
forth in this document.

16-51. See response 1-3. The Recreation Management
Information System (RIMS) list, which
acknowledges nature study as a valid recreation use,
was added to Appendix 2. To facilitate simplicity
throughout the planning process, we listed only
major recreation activities that would occur, such as
hiking. It would be unreasonable to specifically list
every activity associated with the “lifestyle and
cultural interests” of each individual who visits the
NCA to study plants, birds, wildlife and reptiles, or
“day trip,” picnic, hike and hunt. We realize that
everyone has their own reasons and benefits for
visiting public lands. However, people who enjoy
nature study and research may also unknowingly
contribute to negative, cumulative impacts in
degrees more or less than any other recreation users.
Subtle impacts such as trampling vegetation, and
disturbing wildlife lead to cumulative impacts. Our
goal is to encourage in-depth knowledge and use
of Leave No Trace land use ethics as a standard and
enduring component of the management of
recreation use.
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Letter 16, Page 20 (continued)

16-52. The level of economic analysis in the FEIS is consistent with the types of issues being addressed and the decisions to be made in the RMP. Rather
than being driven by an economic analysis, instead it is imperative that we approach our planning efforts from a resource based perspective. The
planning decisions described in the various alternatives are developed by analyzing the impacts of various uses on the natural and cultural resources
within the planning boundary. The alternatives described in the plan will allow for the continuation of actions, such as grazing and recreation, in a
manner that does not have a significant impact on the natural and cultural resources and which complies with our obligations under the endangered
species act.

In most cases the role of BLM in determining use allocations and analyzing various multiple use applications is to determine if the action is allowable
according to the various laws, regulations, and policy. Usually this is done through an environmental analysis as authorized by the National
Environmental Policy Act. We do incorporate some economic analysis into our decisions to determine whether the Bureau’s actions will or will not
negatively impact that portion of the population that has low income. Many factors influence the economic viability of various multiple use actions
including grazing, recreation, rights of ways, etc., however over emphasis on an economic criteria to determine what is in the best interest of the
public could potentially lead to various user groups competing against each other for control of strategic areas and result in degradation of resources.
It is imperative that we approach our planning efforts from a resource based perspective. The planning decisions described in the various alternatives
are developed by analyzing the impacts of various uses on the natural and cultural resources within the planning boundary. The alternatives
described in the plan will allow for the continuation of actions, such as grazing and recreation, in a manner that does not have a significant impact on
the natural and cultural resources and comply with our obligations under the endangered species act.

In most cases the role of BLM in determining use allocations and analyzing various multiple use applications is to determine if the action is allowable,
according to the various laws, regulations, and policy, usually this is done through an environmental analysis as authorized by the National
Environmental Policy Act. We do incorporate some economic analysis into our decisions to determine wether the Bureaus actions will or will not
negatively impact that portion of the population that has low income. Many factors influence the economic viability of various multiple use actions
including grazing, recreation, rights of ways, etc., however over emphasis on an economic criteria to determine what is in the best interest of the
public could potentially lead to various user groups competing against each other for control of strategic areas and result in degradation of resources.
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Letter 16, Page 21 16-53. An economic analysis of the forseeable tax revenues
can only be analyzed in the most general terms and
a number of scenarios would have to be generated.
The tax revenues for the county could decrease or
increase depending upon the development of
private and state lands or acquisition of additional
lands by BLM.

16-54. Estimates of fencing costs are only general
statements because the final configuration of fences,
future construction costs and methods are unknown.
Text regarding fencing of public lands under
Alternative 4 has been modified in Chapters 2 and 4
to note the variety of fencing options possible.

16-55. In the preferred alternative there are seven road
segments that are to be closed to motorized vehicles
and opened to non-motorized travel year-round see
map 2-6.

16-56. Many hours of discussion about roads took place
during the SVPP meetings. Ample opportunity was
provided for input and modifications regarding the
transportation system. In the Preferred Alternative,
SVPP recommended closure and rehabilitation of
about twenty road segments that vary in length from
several hundred feet to some more than one mile-
long. Not only will these segments be closed to
motorized travel, but to ensure that rehabilitation is
successful any repetitive use will be discouraged.
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Letter 16, Page 21 (continued)

16-56. (continued)
Refer to m Map 2-6 for an overview. The purpose of some of the new road proposals is to reduce impacts. Road closure proposals would only apply to
BLM administered lands. Route designation for roads across intermixed State lands are shown as recommendations only, and would be designations
that BLM would apply if the Bureau acquired the parcels.

16-57. The roads to be closed under Alternative 4 would be rehabilitated or restored and not managed for alternative non-motorized access. Dispersed hiking
or horseback use would be allowed in the area, but to achieve successful rehabilitation of old road beds, the BLM would discourage their use. Use of
non-motorized routes in other areas would be encouraged rather than cross country travel in the areas where rehabilitation is to occur. This would be
consistent with the enabling Act’s requirement to maintain “alternative” access.
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Letter 16, Page 22 16-58. Any subsequent utility expansions or new right-of-
way applications will be individually analyzed for
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

16-59. Thank you for your comments.
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Letter 16, Page 23
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Letter 16, Page 24
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Letter 16, Page 25
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Letter 16, Page 26
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Letter 16, Page 27
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Letter 16, Page 28
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Letter 16, Page 29
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Letter 16, Page 30
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Letter 16, Page 31
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Letter 16, Page 32 16-60. The Bureau is aware of the Arizona Supreme Court
ruling involving the renewal of grazing leases on
State Trust Lands. The BLM is not obligated to
lease state land for livestock grazing, but does
currently lease state land for this use because it
facilitates the proper management of the adjacent
federal lands located in the Las Cienegas National
Conservation Area. The Bureau will continue this
practice under the proposed action as long as it is
appropriate and it is determined to achieve the land
use objectives identified through our planning
process. The Bureau will assess this and other court
rulings, and may identify and develop alternative
actions in the future should the rulings change the
current legal and political environment. See also
response 16-4.

If BLM chose to no longer run livestock on the
State grazing leases that it holds, it is assumed that
BLM would either need to relinquish the leases or
apply for conservation use. BLM would
presumably not be authorized to sub-lease the State
lands for conservation use unless the State Land
Department had already approved an application for
conservation use. Since applications for
conservation use, based on the very recent Arizona
Supreme Court decision that you referenced, have
not yet been tested, it can only be speculated what
the potential outcomes might be.
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Letter 16, Page 32 (continued)

16-61. Alternative 4 in the EIS is an alternative that assesses the impacts of not authorizing livestock grazing on the federal lands in the planning area. The
Bureau does not administer livestock grazing on the adjacent state lands leased in the area. The no grazing alternative assesses the impacts of fencing
the federal lands as an action necessary to prevent unauthorized grazing of the federal lands from any adjacent lands where livestock grazing is
currently practiced. If the adjacent state or private lands did not allow grazing the proposed fencing would not be necessary to assess the no grazing
alternative. The Bureau will assess the recent Arizona Supreme Court ruling as it is interpreted and implemented in the future, and may identify and
develop alternative actions should the rulings change the current legal and political environment. See also responses 16-3 and 16-54.
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Letter 16, Page 33 16-62. See responses 16-15 and 16-60. Removal of
livestock from BLM managed public lands is
prescribed under Alternative 4 in the RMP and
analyzed in the FEIS. As stated in the responses
above, while the Bureau currently leases State lands
for livestock grazing to facilitate the proper
management of the adjacent federal lands, the
Bureau does not administer the livestock use of
these lands. The State Land Department would
make any decisions regarding removal of livestock
from State Trust lands and their decision would not
be part of this RMP. However, the cumulative
impacts analysis for Alternative 4 includes the
possible scenario of livestock grazing ending on
State Trust lands as well as on public lands. Should
BLM acquire the State Trust lands in the future, it
would then be in a position to make a decision
about whether livestock grazing would be
continued on these lands. In the interim, in order to
adequately assess the alternative of not allocating
forage for grazing on the federal lands in the
planning area it is necessary to include an analysis
of fencing the federal lands from adjacent lands
where grazing is currently authorized.
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Letter 16, Page 34
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Letter 16, Page 35
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Letter 17, Page 1 17- 1. Utility owners would be allowed through ACEC’s
to access to their facilities, but required to stay on
designated roads. To avoid impacts to wildlife and
vegetation, maintenance methods would be
restricted.
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Letter 17, Page 2 17- 2. The utility maintenance access road in Section 7
can only be reached and traveled from the north and
the south. This road is not passable as a direct route
due to the high erosion in the center. In section 19,
BLM may consider closing that segment of the
access road to the public if an alternative route can
be found.

17- 3. SWT and other authorized utility companies do
have legal rights to maintain their access roads. It
is the user’s responsibility to minimize maintenance
activities, not be excessive in trimming or clearing
vegetation and trees, not harm wildlife, and conform
with the NCA values and goals.

17- 4. Utility owners should not be required to relocate or
remove facilities from existing corridors unless
they are abandoned. However, any major
modifications to existing lines or new rights-of-
ways will be considered and analyzed. Whether
new or modified facilities are to be approved will
be determined on a case by case basis after a NEPA
analysis which will consider all the impacts of the
proposal. Decisions on whether utilities would best
be placed above ground or underground and other
specific design features of each project will also be
determined through the NEPA process.

17- 5. BLM can and will meet with SWT and any other
utility companies to further discuss the effects of
proposed road closures and access to their facilities.

17- 6. Your comment has been noted.
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Letter 18, Page 1 18- 1. Your comment has been noted. The ecological
conditions on the Empire-Cienega, Empirita, and
Rose Tree ranches have been inventoried using
methodologies approved and/or recognized by the
BLM, NRCS, Arizona State Land Dept., University
of Arizona, USDA, ARS, and others. These lands
have been determined to be in satisfactory or better
ecological condition and the watershed and
majority of riparian systems have been determined
to be in properly functioning condition. BLM has a
mandate to allow multiple uses including grazing if
the use is determined to be based on sustained
yield. Furthermore, section 4 (a) of the Las
Cienegas NCA Act, prescribes the conservation,
protection, and enhancement of fourteen unique
and nationally important resources and values while
“allowing livestock grazing and recreation to
continue in appropriate areas”. The Act further
states that the Secretary “shall permit grazing
subject to all applicable laws, regulations, and
Executive orders consistent with the purposes of
this Act”. The four ranches in the NCA and
acquisition boundary support several generations of
five or six families and provide employment and
opportunities to many other people in the
community.

18-2 The vegetation communities on the majority of
public lands in the planning area (including both
the NCA and Acquisition Planning District) were
inventoried for this planning effort in 1995, using
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Letter 18, page 1 (continued)

18- 2. (continued)
the Ecological Site Inventory methodology recognized by BLM, NRCS, Universities, Federal and State governments. This method is based on soil
surveys, correlation of ecological sites, and evaluation of the current plant communities (in their totality) as compared to the Potential Historic Climax
Plant Community (from a relict or reference area) that the ecological site is capable of producing. Each transect consists of 200 - 40x40 cm plots which
covers about an acre. Thirty-two permanent study sites were established on the Empire-Cienega Ranch alone. Plant composition by weight is
determined on the site as is current years vegetation production. These study sites represent a “key area” within a particular unique ecological site
within a mapping unit. The process is more completely explained in the NRCS and BLM manual and technical references. In addition to the
ecological site inventories and riparian inventories, a plant inventory and collection was initiated on the then Empire-Cienega Resource Conservation
Area shortly after the public lands were acquired in 1988. The University of Arizona herbarium assisted with plant identification and over 170 species
were identified.

18- 3. Thank you for this information.

18- 4. Canello Hills ladies’ tresses have never been verified on the NCA but additional inventories are needed. Some inventories are planned for 2002.
There are a number of small springs with shallow wetlands in the Cienega Creek floodplain from Gardner Canyon to Springwater Canyon. The most
notable of these are the ponds near Cinco Canyon which represent the largest and deepest in the area. These and other shallow wetlands (some of
which are dry most summers) are subject to seasonal grazing. Not all of these have been located, delineated, season of surface water presence recorded
and evaluation for ecological function evaluated (Proper Functioning Condition, USDI 1993). Those that had been located and mapped were
included on Map 3-. However, they did not show up well on the map at the scale it was printed in the Draft plan and the map has since been revised.
Since a wildfire this spring burned through much of this area, the wetlands are much easier to locate and subsequent inventory and mapping is
planned. The “black water” wetlands that you refer to may be in lower Empire Gulch, which except for its upper tip has been excluded from livestock
because of the presence of Huachuca water umbel. This area has become increasingly wetter during the last decade, as the watershed and rangeland
condition has improved in the surrounding uplands. During the past ten years, the riparian area has expanded for almost a mile northwest from its
confluence with Cienega Creek. The flow of sub-irrigation water from Empire Gulch has also increased over the years, causing formerly dry
depressions in the benches to become wetted “ponds”. Some of these ponds have replaced dry, sacaton bottoms and developed into Interior
Marshland habitat. These on-going changes have resulted in the need to adapt management practices. The rancher has had to build fences to exclude
some of these ponds to prevent cattle from getting bogging down in the mud. Similarly, other fencing or management changes may be necessary to
maintain or restore ecological function in wetland areas. A riparian management action has been added common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 to
complete an inventory of these wetland areas and determine future management needs.
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Letter 18, page 2 18- 5. The BLM has a mandate to allow multiple uses
including collecting of plants to meet the public
needs and desires if the use is determined to be
based on sustained yield and does not adversely
affect the existing plant communities or preclude
achieving vegetation or watershed objectives.
Certain plants are protected and rules are developed
to regulate the collection of any plants or plant
products to ensure the collections are regulated and
do nor adversely affect the environment (NEPA,
ESA, Policy, Regulation, Permits). 43 CFR 8365.1-
5(b)(1) provides for collection of plants referenced
in the plan: (b) “Except on developed recreation
sites and areas, or where otherwise prohibited and
posted, it is permissible to collect from the public
lands reasonably amounts of the following for non-
commercial purposes: (1) Commonly available
renewable resources such as flowers, berries, nuts,
seeds, cones and leaves...” Tohono O’odham
basket weavers have been harvesting plant products
in the planning area for many years. Members of
the Tohono O’odham Basketweavers Organization
(TOBO) have stated that they wish to continue
harvesting basket weaving materials in the planning
area, including bear grass, devil’s claw and yucca
leaves. They consider the harvesting of basket-
making materials in the planning area to be a
traditional use which extends back into prehistoric
times. The Tohono O’odham Nation claims an
ancestral affiliation with the Hohokam and



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-105

Letter 18, page 2 (continued)

18- 5. (continued)
Sobaipuri Indians who inhabited the planning area and surrounding lands. The U.S. government, BLM and the State of Arizona officially recognize
this claim. Cultural materials excavated from archaeological sites in the planning area and from nearby sites show that both the Hohokam and the
Sobaipuri did use bear grass and yucca to weave baskets, mats, bags and various other items used in daily life. Plant collecting by other Native
Americans, including those from the San Carlos Apache and Hopi tribes could also be accommodated under this CFR. All plant collecting would
require a permit. Collecting would be monitored and regulated to ensure that over-harvesting did not occur.

18- 6. Regulations are already in place that allow target shooting but in a safe manner (43 CFR). If target shooting occurs in a manner which is unsafe,
endangers people or creates hazardous conditions, or destroys property or resources, then BLM is authorized to issue citations, or close areas to target
shooting. No shooting ranges are proposed under any alternative. See also NCA Act in Appendix 1.

18- 7. The requirement of mufflers is addressed in 43CFR standards 8343.1 and will be part of the rules and regulations of the public lands in the NCA and
Acquisition Planning District. The requirement of mufflers should also reduce noise levels, as should the “not to exceed 25 miles per hour unless
otherwise posted” rule. Not driving in washes is addressed in the supplementary rules. Driving in washes is prohibited unless a wash is part of a
designated road. A range of options will be considered in closing roads. In some areas, simple carsonite signs have been effective. In other areas, such
as those that you refer to, signing has not been effective and structural closures will be necessary.
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Letter 19 19- 1. Surveys for sensitive plants and animals and
cultural resources are conducted as part of
compliance with National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Avoidance or mitigating measures are
prescribed as appropriate prior to authorization of
any surface-disturbing activities including
construction of major utility lines. The designation
of utility corridors helps to limit such impacts to
specific locations and in the case of the proposed
action to areas with existing surface disturbance.

19- 2. Your comment has been noted.
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Letter 20, page 1 20- 1. See response 16-6.

20- 2. The RMP addresses only BLM managed lands
within the NCA. Although locating a visitor center
in Sonoita is not within the scope of this document,
careful consideration and evaluations to determine
cost effectiveness of a visitor center in Sonoita
should occur before a decision is made. An
interpretive master plan and market analyses would
be required. Many opportunities exist to develop a
community based visitor center in the Sonoita area.
All proposals and locations should be evaluated for
purpose, effectiveness and desirability by the
community.

20- 3. The BLM will be coordinating implementation of
the RMP with the US Forest Service and other state
and federal agencies as appropriate.
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Letter 20, page 2 20- 4. See response to Letter #20.

20- 5. Thank You for your comment.
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Letter 21, page 1 21- 1. Thank You for your comment.

21- 2. Your comment has been noted.

21- 3. See response 16-6.
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Letter 21, page 2 21- 4. See response 20-2.
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Letter 22, page 1 22- 1. Thank you for your comment.

22- 2. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified in Chapter 1: Planning Issues.

22- 3. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified in Chapter 2: Desired Conditions:
Rangeland Health.
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Letter 22, page 2 22- 4. The point you make is a good one. It can be very
expensive, and perhaps even impossible, to restore
all the ecological sites to their historic climax plant
community. We do however believe it is a
satisfactory vegetation goal to seek. We believe
that those areas invaded by mesquite and
Lehmann’s lovegrass are not the “desired plant
communities” the group wanted to achieve. The
native grassland would be preferable to them.
However through the Biological Planning Process
and the NEPA process the facts that you presented
would be brought out. The economic or biological
feasibility would be brought to everyone’s attention
and one of the alternative would be chosen as the
decision.

22- 5. Your comment has been noted and the text in Table
2-12 has been modified to change column headings
as recommended.

22- 6. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Chapter 2: Livestock Grazing Management Actions
has been modified as recommended.
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Letter 22, page 3 22- 7. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Chapter 2: Livestock Grazing Management Actions
has been modified as recommended to change
available forage to useable forage.

22- 8. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Tables 2-13 and 2-14 has been modified to change
column headings as recommended.

22- 9. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Chapter 2: Livestock Grazing Management Actions
has been modified as recommended to change
percentage available forage to percentage useable
forage.

22-10. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified as recommended to change available
forage to useable forage.

22-11. Your comment has been noted and the text in
Tables 2-21, 2-22, and 2-23 has been modified as
recommended.

22-12. Your comment has been noted and the text in Table
2-24 has been modified as recommended.
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Letter 22, page 4 22-13. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified as recommended to change available
forage to useable forage.

22-14. Your comment has been noted and the text in Table
2-28 has been modified as recommended.

22-15. Your comment has been noted and the text in Table
2-29 has been modified as recommended.

22-16. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified as recommended to change available
forage to useable forage.

22-17. Your comment has been noted and the text in Table
2-31 has been modified as recommended.

22-18. Your comment has been noted and the definition of
useable forage has been incorporated into the
Glossary.
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Letter 22, page 5 22-19. Your comment has been noted.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-116

Letter 23, page1 23- 1. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified to include Mattie Canyon.

23- 2. Your comment has been noted and the text has been
modified.

23- 3. Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 23, page 2 23- 4. Your comment has been noted and Map 2-6 has
been corrected showing the road to Edwards well
open.

23- 5. Back roads are subject to closure during rainy
season for human safety and to prevent damage to
resources. Text has been added to the road
designation management actions to clarify that
administrative use roads may be opened
temporarily as alternative access routes for public
use roads which need to be closed for resource or
public safety reasons.
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Letter 23, page 3 23- 6. Deferred maintenance dollars have been requested
in BLM’s operating budget for Las Cienegas to
maintain back country roads. We do not know yet
if the funding has been granted.

23- 7. See response 13-3. Yes, use may be concentrated in
some areas, however it is intended that concentrated
use will be monitored and managed. Also note that
roads on State Trust lands cannot be designated and
designations implemented through this plan, only if
the lands are acquired by BLM.

23- 8. You are correct. Designations or other management
of roads on State Trust Lands are not being
prescribed in this plan. However, some proposed
route designations on intermixed State Lands were
included to show designations that would be
enacted should the lands be acquired by BLM.

23- 9. Rather than calling for no closures of roads to
motorized vehicles as stated in your comment, the
Las Cienegas NCA Act says that the management
plan will include “provisions designed to ensure
that if a road or trail located on public lands within
the Conservation Area, or any portion of such a
road or trail, is removed, consideration shall be
given to providing similar alternative access to the
portion of the Conservation Area serviced by such
removed road or trail.” Many of the road closures
proposed in this plan are for roads which provide
duplicate access to the same area Other road
closures are necessary to protect sensitive resources,
to avoid hazardous situations, or to provide an
alternate of non-motorized access to an area.
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Letter 23, page 4 23-10. The text has been modified to include Blue Grama.

23-11. See response 2-1.

23-12. See responses 2-2 & 2-3.
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Letter 23, page 5 23-13. Your comment has been noted.

23-14. Your comment has been noted and text in Chapter 3
on water wells has been corrected.

23-15. Thank you for this information.
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Letter 23, page 6 23-16. Thank you for bringing this information to our
attention. We have expanded the description of
prescribed fire history in Chapter 3 to incorporate
this information.

23-17. Thank you for bringing this information to our
attention. We have expanded the description of
Prime and Unique Farmlands in Chapter 3 to
incorporate this information.
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Letter 23, page 7 23-18. Harry L. Heffner’s letter, dated, “Feb. 5th, 1954,” to
Mrs. Mary Souders, formerly Mrs. Frank Boice,
references “ ...an adobe walled barn, roofed, (where
Mr. Vail always kept his top horse and Tom Turner
kept his also and of course the wranglers horse)...”
Mr. Heffner’s letter states that, “All the other
buildings at the headquarters including the house
you live in and the barn etc in the rear were added
when Mr Vail brought Mrs Vail to the Empire as a
bride which I think was 1884.” A copy of this letter
is on file at the Tucson Field Office.

23-19. Yes, new livestock or supplemental feed for
livestock could be sources of noxious weeds or
invasive species.

23-20. Your comment has been noted and you have been
added to the list of public in Appendix 5.
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Letter 24 24- 1. Thank You for your comment.

24- 2. Thank You for your comment.
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Letter 25, page 1 25- 1. Your comment has been noted.

25- 2. Even with no new trail construction, it is well
known that dirt roads and trails are subject to
erosion due to a lack of cover and continuous
disturbance of the soil surface. Particles that are
moved by wind and water will eventually find their
way downslope to drainages that eventually
discharge into Cienega Creek.

25- 3. Even though the proposal is for the Arizona Trail to
utilize existing cattle trails and minimize ground
disturbance, the exact route of the trail cannot be
determined until cultural resource surveys are done
and other impacts are assessed. This analysis may
result in cattle trails being used infrequently or not
all in trail construction. Therefore, the EIS analyzes
the worst case scenario when all new trail
construction could disturb up to four acres.

25- 4. As stated on page 4-42, hikers are likely to leave the
corridor of the Arizona Trail to visit Cienega Creek.
This activity is likely to be extensive enough to
result in small wildcat trails that cause some level of
bank disturbance contributing to bank erosion. We
acknowledge that the suggestion was made, during
SVPP meetings, to incorporate existing cow trails
into construction of the Arizona Trail. However
these trails typically occur in a pattern radiating
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Letter 25, page 1 (continued)

25- 4. (Cont.)
away from existing livestock water sources and eventually disappear. It is debatable how much utility these livestock trails would serve. Many of
these trails may be currently contributing to sediment load and erosion. The addition of heavy horse traffic would exacerbate an already undesirable
situation. Wildcat trails would need to be closed and rehabilitated as they are created to prevent impacts from increasing. Four acres is probably an
underestimate of the disturbance involved in association with the trail as dispersed camping sites would also be established along the trail and
ancillary facilities such as a parking lot, trail heads, corrals and watering points along the route may be required. Although the trail will not be in
Cienega Creek, users will inevitably be drawn to the creek because of its proximity to the proposed trail. Under such a situation, impacts to aquatic
and riparian habitat due to recreation are highly likely.
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25- 5. The first sentence of the paragraph on page 2-156 of
the Draft EIS, which is referenced in your letter, says
that, “The Arizona Trail designation could disturb
cultural resources by providing non-motorized
access into new areas.” This means that the Arizona
Trail could provide access into areas where no such
trails previously existed, and where cultural
resources might be located. The Arizona Trail
could in fact serve as a route usable by people
disposed to stealing artifacts and looting and
vandalizing cultural sites located in these
previously unaccessible areas.

In regard to the statement in the second sentence of
the paragraph on page 2-156 that “Data recovery
could mitigate impacts.” In itself, a site-specific
environmental review, would not avoid negative
impacts and most importantly does not take the
place of a plan to mitigate impacts to cultural sites.
The environmental review, as explained on page 2-
3 of this EIS, would be documented as part of the
NEPA analysis. As explained, “the BLM will
ensure that the environmental review process
included evaluation of all critical elements,
including cultural resources...,” and “...completes
required State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
consultations.” The environmental review ensures
that necessary mitigation is provided, which would
usually be defined in a mitigation or project plan.
Such plans are developed and implemented
according to specific criteria stated in BLM
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Letter 25, Page 2 (continued)

25- 5. (continued)
management manuals. And, they are documents separate from site-specific environmental reviews. Mitigation may require a complete, systematic
excavation, or data collection, of a cultural site which is considered an impact.

A site-specific environmental review would contain a record of whether cultural resources are known to be or might be present, a professional
judgement as to whether they might be impacted, and suggestion/direction as to future, prescribed course of action, including possible mitigation
measures, which might be taken to address any perceived impacts. In the context of this discussion, a site specific environmental review might
indicate that there are sites located in a previously unaccessed area where a new trail is proposed, and that the new trail could expose those sites to
illegal activities. At that point, a recommendation might be made to not allow a trail to be built into this previously unaccessed area. If a single, or
several sites, were located directly in the proposed route of a new trail, a recommendation might be made in to reroute the trail so that it would lead
around the site(s), thus avoiding direct disturbance and mitigating impacts.

25- 6. Construction of the Arizona Trail across or along legal, existing rights-of-way corridors and land use sites could create serious safety or health hazards
for trail users. Existing agreements between the BLM and companies holding legal rights-of-way corridors or permits for special land use do not
authorize use of these corridors or land use permit sites to any unauthorized user.

25- 7. If you read further in Table 2-32, (page 2-162 in the draft document), we state that the biological planning process and recreation management actions
under Alternative 2 should reduce and resolve recreation and livestock conflicts and improve prospects for maintaining viable grazing operations.
Refer to Chapter 4: impacts to livestock grazing from outdoor recreation under Alternative 2 for a more detailed discussion and compare to impacts
under Alternative 1.

25- 8. Text has been added to Chapter 2, recreation management actions common to Alternative 2, summarizing dispersed recreation opportunities and
restrictions. Text has been added to Chapter 4, Alternative 2 impacts of outdoor recreation management on recreation that describes some of the
benefits of recreation management strategies. As management guidance for this RMP, BLM Manual 8320 Planning for Recreation Resources,
addresses basic recreation issues and benefits. Subsequent studies, university curriculums and other bodies of work recognize, study and evaluate the
social, spiritual and health related benefits of recreation. Knowledge and application of recreation management is an important component of this
planning document. Careful consideration for compatible recreation opportunities and their management is integrated into this plan. The goal of
recreation is to is to realize satisfying experiences by participating in preferred activities in preferred environmental settings, and a service delivery
system which provides suitable, compatible recreation opportunities.
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Letter 26, page 1
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Letter 26, page 2 26- 1. Your comment has been noted. Coordinated fire
planning does occur in many areas between the
BLM, Arizona State Land Department, and the U.S.
Forest Service and would occur for prescribed fires
on Las Cienegas.

26- 2. Your comment has been noted. In the description of
vegetation treatments, the text states that additional
acres could be considered for treatment based on
monitoring, thus more than the proposed initial
20,000 acres could ultimately be treated by
prescribed fire.
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Letter 26, page 3 26- 3. Your proposed language has been inserted in the
document as a watershed action in the management
actions common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 section.

26- 4. See new language inserted in the document in Table
2-4, wildland fire management and in the wildland
fire section of each alternative land use plan.

26- 5. Text has been added to Map 2-23 to clarify that an
enlarged potential vegetation treatment area
(including prescribed fire ) can occur based on
coordination with surrounding land managers.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-131

Letter 26, page 4
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Letter 27, page 1
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Letter 27, page 2
27- 1. Thank you for your comment and rating.



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-134

Page Intentionally Left Blank



Chapter 6: Public Comments and Responses

Page 6-135

28- 1. There are many factors which are considered in
determining planning area boundaries including
jurisdictional boundaries, distribution of resources
and uses across the landscape, and management
efficiency. Traditionally RMPs prepared by BLM
have covered large geographic areas encompassing
several million acres of public lands. In these
efforts, there have almost always been intermixed
State and/or private lands within the planning
boundary. The Las Cienegas RMP, similar to the
RMPs being prepared for other NLCS units, covers a
smaller geographic area. However, the planning
area still includes intermixed State and private
lands. The Las Cienegas RMP prescribes
management for public lands within the NCA and
the Sonoita Valley Acquisition Planning District.
This approach ensures both that NCA values and
resources are protected, conserved, and enhanced as
required by the Act and that values and resources
are similarly protected on public lands within the
Acquisition Planning District which may be added
to the NCA in the future.
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Letter 28, page 2 28- 2. The maps which illustrate proposals have been
modified to clarify that BLM will not manage State
trust lands.

28- 3. The map has been modified to exclude State Trust
Land.

28- 4. The map has been modified to exclude 5 sections of
State Trust land.

28- 5. Chapters 1 and 2 will highlight text emphasizing
that the management proposals are for BLM-
managed public land only. ACEC and minerals
maps have been corrected where some shading was
inadvertently done on State Land. All maps have
been reviewed and text added or changed, if
necessary, emphasizing that management proposals
are for BLM-managed lands only and will only
apply to intermixed State Trust Lands if they are
acquired.

28- 6. An acquisition strategy has been incorporated into
the proposed Las Cienegas RMP. The strategy
includes objectives of acquisition, criteria for
identifying and prioritizing parcels, and
identification of methods available for acquisitions.


